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Abstract
Federal and state mandated linguistic and academic supports for English Language
Learners (ELLs) compete for instructional time, resulting in ELLs being pulled away
from the general population of students multiple times per day. Grounded in the sociocognitive and socio-cultural theories, the research investigated the correlation between
the amount of time ELL students were segregated from the general population for the
purposes of delivering instructional support services and their self-efficacy perceptions to
succeed in school. The study also examined the correlation between the number of
different academic support services ELL students received and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school. A modified Morgan and Jinks Self-Efficacy Survey
(MJSES) (1999) was administered to 172 ELL students at four elementary schools in a
New York State suburban school district. Results showed a statistically significant
negative correlation between the number of minutes Latino students were separated from
the general education population of students and their self-efficacy to succeed in school.
Analysis also showed a statistically significant negative correlation between the number
of different interventions received by Latino ELL students and their self-efficacy to
succeed. Recommendations include reexamining instructional timeframes and the
number of different interventions required, clustering ELLs on a grade level,
implementing a collaborative push-in model, expanding the school day to increase
academic instructional time, providing opportunities to increase the protective factors of
at-risk students, and increasing professional development for teachers.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The equitable education of children classified as English Language Learners
(ELL) and increased accountability for their academic progress has presented a critical
challenge for educational leaders. New York State (NYS) demographic data (U.S.
Census, 2010) reflected a burgeoning growth spurt of this population of students far
exceeding any other sub-group. By 2030, an estimated 40% of students whose first
language is not English will make up the school-age population (Thomas & Collier,
1997a). Based on the 2010 census data, there were 5.3 Whites to Latinos for every
American over 70 (a ratio of 5 to 1). However, for children 10 and younger, the ratio was
1.5 to 1, which clearly indicates a dramatic change in demographics. The number of
ELLs increased by 33% between 2005 and 2010, and in 2010 there were 1.1 million
undocumented students, who also are entitled to elementary and secondary education in
the United States (Plyler, 1982).
Neither academic achievement scores nor graduation rate data mirror the radical
growth in population. Linguistically diverse students have been at significantly higher
risk to be academically challenged, retained in a grade, drop out of school, and have
limited access to post-secondary education (Cornell, 1995; Hodgkinson, 2003; Moore &
Redd, 2002). Furthermore, ELLs are disproportionately represented within the special
education population where language issues have been misdiagnosed as learning
disabilities and vice versa (Artiles & Trent, 1994; Crosby, 1999; Zehler, Fleischman,
Hopstock, Pendzwick, & Stephenson, 2003). Faltis and Arias (1993) contended that only
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a small percentage of immigrants enter American schools with parallel educational
experiences in their home countries; content, sequence, and methodologies may
dramatically differ. Moreover, students with interrupted formal education (SIFE) have
large gaps in formal schooling or may never have attended school. In spite of the
political, linguistic, legal, and economic challenges confronting ELLs, their right to an
equitable public education has evolved over the years.
Historically, educational policy has shifted with the socio-political climate
(Menken, 2008). The choice of label for ELLs has also reflected the political ideology of
the time. The label, Limited English Proficient (LEP), emphasized the language deficit as
opposed to the current politically correct label of English Language Learners (ELLs). The
acronym LEP, however, is still used in federal, state mandates and official
memorandums. Additionally, non-ELL students often have been referred to as part of the
“regular” education classroom implying that ELL students are “irregular.”
During the Industrial Revolution, immigration rates continually increased.
Educationally, however, the focus remained “English only” with few to no special
support services offered to ELLs (Menken, 2008). The total submersion approach
extended into the early 1960s. The Civil Rights era brought the passage of the Civil
Rights Act (1964) prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national
origin. It marked the first time language barriers were legislatively acknowledged to
present a source of educational inequity, and laws were passed to mandate that language
support services be provided for ELLs. Bilingual education became a major focus of the
federal government and the Bilingual Education Act (1968) granted schools funding to
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encourage the implementation of native language instruction in the classroom (Baca &
Cervantes, 2004).
The support for the equitable education of the ELL population continued
throughout the 1970s and 1980s. In 1974, the Supreme Court ruled in the landmark case
of Lau v. Nichols 414.US.563 (1974) that language should not be a barrier between a
child and access to public education. The Supreme Court further found that schools
should take steps to overcome the obstacle of educating the ELL population (Jacob &
Hartshorne, 2003). Similar to the Brown v. Board of Education 347.US.483 (1954)
decision, Lau v. Nichols set a legal precedent by negating the validity and legality of the
“separate but equal” doctrine. Specifically, merely providing ELLs with the same
facilities, teachers, curricula, and materials did not guarantee compliance with the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. The ruling also demonstrated that time would not be the vehicle of
smooth incremental progress (Neuhaus, 1999). Furthermore, the ruling mandated that
school districts take “affirmative steps” to address the inequities by offering bilingual or
English as a second language (ESL) programs. Unfortunately, the law was silent on the
topic of pedagogy and practice and did not offer guidelines nor provide minimal
standards for bilingual programs and models of ESL instruction (Menken, 2008).
During the 1990s, the era of support shifted to mandates requiring instruction in
English only; California’s Proposition 227 (1998), Arizona’s Proposition 203 (2000), and
Massachusetts’ Ballot Initiative (Conlin, 2004) went so far as to prohibit bilingual
education for ELL students without a special waiver. However, as history has
demonstrated, the passage of laws and changes in policy do not guarantee immediate and
systematic changes in practice. It was not until the passage of the No Child Left Behind
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Act of 2001 (NCLB) legislation that school districts were required to report the
standardized test scores of the ELL subgroup along with other specified subgroups of atrisk students. Attention to the academic growth of ELLs was officially on the agenda, and
the focus was no longer merely on raising the achievement scores for the general
population of students. NCLB mandated that school districts meet targets set by their
states for adequate yearly progress (AYP) for English-language learners or face
sanctions. The sanctions increased in number and severity the longer a school was
classified as in need of improvement (Sunderman & Kim, 2005).
Prior to NCLB (2001), New York State (NYS) was permitted to use a
compensatory model of accountability in which the low performance in a single subgroup
of at-risk students did not result in the failure of a school to meet AYP. NCLB, however,
employed a conjunctive accountability model which required subgroups of students to
meet the same minimum levels of proficiency in reading and mathematics as the general
education population (Sunderman & Kim, 2005). As of 2013, Title I Section 4(b)(7) of
NCLB required the annual assessment of the English proficiency of all ELLs by
measuring their oral language, reading, and writing skills in English. States were also
mandated to include ELLs in academic content assessments for math and science. Doing
so involved accommodations such as assessments in the students’ native languages.
ELLs, however, have been administered the same tests as non-ELL students, and their
test scores have been included and reported to NYS as part of the school district data.
Accordingly, NCLB (2001) required 95% of all students and 95% of each subgroup
within a school to take the standardized reading and math test. Only ELL students new to
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the United States have been exempted from the reading assessment, and only for the first
year of arrival.
In an effort to ensure educational equity for all students, the NYS Commissioner’s
Regulations for the Education of Pupils with Limited English Proficiency (CR 154)
(Guidelines, 1990) established standards for the use of the legislative funding provided to
schools with ELL populations. It described in detail the responsibilities of schools to
identify ELL students by administering the Language Assessment Battery (LAB-R) and
their level of English proficiency through the NYS English as a Second Language
Achievement Test (NYSESLAT). CR 154 stipulated that students who score at a
beginner or intermediate level on the NYSESLAT must receive a minimum of 360
weekly minutes of ESL instructional support. Bilingual programs were mandated in
schools with more than 20 ELLs who speak the same language, and a freestanding ESL
program must be offered in cases of fewer than 20 ELLs (NYS Department of Education,
Office of Bilingual Education & Foreign Language Studies, 2010).
In addition, students classified as ELL who failed to meet a level of proficiency
on the New York State language arts and math assessment are mandated to receive
academic support under the NYS Academic Intervention Services (AIS) umbrella. This
requirement resulted in an even greater amount of time separated from their general
education classrooms and peers. These support services have been known as Tier II
interventions and were designed to reduce the teacher/child ratio, provide more focused
instruction, and ensure frequent progress monitoring of at-risk students (Reschly, 2007).
Furthermore, ELL students classified as having a learning disability have been mandated
to receive additional units of special education pull-out support services.

5

As a result of the mandates, every year an increased number of students have been
sent to the sidelines of educational institutions for the delivery of the aforementioned
support programs (Zhang & Katsiyannis, 2002). Many of the mandated interventions for
ELL students have been mutually exclusive as state law clearly stipulated that ELL
services should supplement, not supplant AIS or special education services (ESEA,
1965). The student pool, however, is finite as are the number of instructional hours in a
school day. In an effort to comply with the copious state mandates, multiple service
providers have competed to pull the same pool of students several times per day by either
pushing in or pulling students out of general education classrooms. This situation has
resulted in fragmented, segregated educational programming for ELL students (Junge &
Krvaric, 2011). Despite the mandates and instructional supports, the problem of low
academic achievement for ELL students persists. Such differences in educational
practices work to the disadvantage of selected groups of students and have contributed to
the problem of school failure (Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1994).
There has been an abundance of research suggesting a positive correlation
between self-efficacy and student achievement (Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996).
Self-efficacy has been defined as being one’s beliefs about capabilities to learn or
perform behaviors at designated levels (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Self-efficacy has been
shown to influence academic motivation, learning, and achievement (Pajares, 1996;
Schunk, 1995). Given the demonstrated relationship of self-efficacy to achievement, the
dissertation study explored the correlation between the amount of time ELL students are
separated from the general population of students and peers and their self-efficacy to
succeed in school.
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The identification of strategies to optimally utilize resources to effectively and
efficiently educate English language learners is critical. There has been an on-going
debate surrounding the effectiveness of the various methodologies for delivering ESL
services, with as many proponents as opponents for each model (Krashen, 1999). Frattura
and Topinka (2006) stated that a negative by-product of the increase in diverse
populations within the public schools is an increase of pull-out or separation models of
instructional support. Students labeled as at-risk, ELL, or special education have been
placed in Title programs and receive units of service isolated from the “regular”
education students. The school environment for an ELL often has been located in the
corner of the classroom or some other remote area of the school. The physical separation
is consistent with Gatto’s (2002) description of schools as a model of social engineering
that creates a caste system organized and funded in response to student failure. The
separation models of ESL instruction have sent the message that these students are
outsiders and exclusive of the students who belong (Frattura & Topinka, 2006). Equitable
educational opportunities are not achieved simply by mandating support programs for atrisk students. School districts must now provide measurable evidence of positive
academic outcomes for all students.
For purposes of the dissertation study, the term separation models was used to
refer to the pull-out model of instructional delivery in which ELL students are physically
segregated from their classmates outside the perimeter of the general education classroom
and/or the de-facto pull-out model in which ELLs are separated within the general
education classroom. The term, de-facto pull-out model. was used to describe the
separation and isolation of students that nonetheless occurs during a push-in model of
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instructional delivery. The term de-facto pull-out model is unique to the dissertation
study as the existing research classifies ESL instruction provided within the general
education classroom as a push-in model. Several scholarly works (Cahnmann-Taylor, &
Souto-Manning, 2010) acknowledged the phenomenon of segregating students within the
perimeter of the general education classroom; however, the examination of its impact on
the self-efficacy beliefs of ELL students represents a gap in the research.
The implementation of strategies to optimize the efficiency and effectiveness by
which schools educate English language learners is critical. The dissertation study
focused on the specific methodologies of instructional delivery in which ELLs have been
separated from the general population of students and the impact of this separation on
their self-efficacy perceptions to succeed in school. In the pull-out model, a support
specialist logistically pulls students out of the general education classrooms to provide
mandated language and/or academic support in small groups in an alternate location
outside the boundaries of the general education classroom. The support services can be
implemented through multiple models of instructional delivery; however, the pull-out
model remains one of the most frequently used despite concerns about cost, segregation,
stigmatization, and effectiveness (York-Barr, Ghere, & Sommerness, 2007).
In recent years, school districts have begun a paradigm shift to a more inclusive
model of instructional delivery (Platt, Harper, & Mendoza, 2003) and collaboration
between teachers is regularly promoted as a means of increasing student achievement
(Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010). Accordingly, there has been a push to decrease the number
of pull-outs in favor of the collaborative push-in or co-teaching model of instruction.
Implemented with fidelity, the push-in model was designed to foster collaboration
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between teachers and integration of the student with general education students.
Specifically, a support service provider would co-teach or collaborate with the general
education teacher in instructing students using heterogeneous flexible groupings. Often,
however, ELLs and their teachers have been relegated to the periphery of the general
education classroom as one homogeneous group regardless of the students’ varying levels
of English language proficiency (York-Barr et al., 2007). When ELL students returned to
the general education population, they have found themselves unable to catch up, which
exacerbates existing language and skill deficits (Duke & Mabbot, 2001). This form of
inclusion has become a new form of exclusion “…merely moving the chairs around into
different arrangements as opposed to challenging and remaking the structure itself”
(McClure, & Cahnmann-Taylor, 2010, p.111). The separation models of instructional
delivery have resulted in the separation of ELL students either within the confines of the
boundaries of the general education classroom or to outside locations. Frattura and
Topinka (2006) found separation programs to be ineffective silos of segregation.
The dissertation study informed and based on the socio-cognitive, socio-cultural
and socio-comparative theoretical frameworks. Although there has been an abundance of
studies focused on the social and emotional consequences of ability grouping, tracking,
and inclusion models of instructional delivery to special needs children, only a few
studies examined the impact of the separation models on the self-efficacy beliefs of ELL
students. Much of the research supporting a more inclusive approach came out of the
field of special education. Traditionally, the abbreviation LD represented a disorder that
described one’s inability to interpret information that was seen or heard or to link
information from different parts of the brain (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2007). Honingsfeld
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(2008) suggested that for English language learners, LD may not only stand for learning
disability, but also stand for language distance, linguistic diversity, language distinction,
and learning style difference. The special education debate surrounding inclusive versus
non-inclusive settings has been similar to the push-in versus pull-out debate for ESL
instruction. Therefore, studies focused on ability grouping and the impact of the
separation models on the social and emotional development of LD students were also
included in the literature review for the dissertation.
Statement of the Problem
Accountability for student achievement and growth has been at the forefront of
educational reform. Many of the policies intended to help ELLs may hinder the ability of
educational leaders to create culturally responsive environments (Murakami, 2009).
Section 100.2 of the Commissioner’s Regulations regarding the Annual Professional
Performance Review (APPR) required school districts to annually evaluate the
effectiveness of teachers and administrators as measured by the academic growth of all
students—including English language learners and special education students. Failure of
educators to demonstrate adequate success in moving these populations of children can
result in both monetary and professional consequences. School funding has been
contingent on meeting state mandated AYP benchmarks in addition to measures
specifically related to the LEP population, such as the Annual Measurement Achievement
Objectives (AMAO) and Title III of the federal Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965
(ESEA). Race to the Top federal funding also promised New York State up to $700
million dollars if educational reforms were initiated. According to the NYS Office for
Bilingual Education and Foreign Language Studies (OBE-FLS), in 2012 a total of $12.5
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million was allocated by the federal government, $50 million Title III monies, $5 million
Title I grants, and additional governmental funding was granted to each school district
based on the numbers of ELLs within the district. The money associated with the
education of ELLs is formidable.
Increased accountability also has been reflected in the adoption of a more rigorous
framework for teaching and learning known as the Common Core Learning Standards
(CCLS). The CCLS was officially launched in the fall of 2012. The standards applied to
all children, including those within the at-risk subgroups. The goal was to ensure that all
students were equipped with the necessary skills and knowledge for college and career
readiness (Common Core Standards Initiatives, 2010). Accordingly, norm referenced
NYS English Language Arts (ELA) and math assessments required a greater depth of
knowledge and skill for students to be able to achieve even a minimal level of
proficiency.
Based on the New York State School Accountability and Overview Report for
2011, as a whole, the ELL subgroups of students at each testing grade level failed to meet
the minimum academic proficiency benchmarks as measured by the older, less rigorous
NYS learning standards. Even more alarming is that in 2011, the graduation rate for ELL
students in New York State was a mere 52% (NYS School Accountability & Overview
Report, 2012). The site of the dissertation study was a district with data mirroring that of
New York State in terms of the academic failure of its English language learners. Based
on the 2011 ELA NYS assessment results for the elementary testing grades, only 22%,
25% and 8% of the third, fourth and fifth graders respectively scored at a level of
proficiency. The achievement gap continued to mount through secondary school. The
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middle school data for the ELL population was even more abysmal with only 6%, 3%
and 2% respectively scoring at a proficiency level in grades 6 through 8. The site’s
district data indicated a graduation rate of less than 17% for ELL students as compared to
an 80% graduation rate for non- ELL students in the same cohort. This showed that over
90% of high school students classified as ELL either did not meet the qualifications for
graduation or dropped out of school. Based on the district data, the trend was clear. The
percentage of ELL students who were able to reach academic proficiency decreased at an
increasing rate as they progressed to higher grades. Duran, Escobar, and Wakin (1997)
argued that when ELLs enter high school the problems of early schooling come to a head
and present a challenge for schools to address foundational learning gaps and for students
to effectively catch up. Moreover, the most significant predictor of academic success has
been a student’s language ability at the time of enrollment (Watt & Roessingh, 1994).
Accordingly, research supported the sense of urgency for school districts to close the
achievement gap for ELL students in the early grades.
The manner by which instructional support services have been provided to ELL
students may impact their school success. Many of the challenges faced by these students
have been greater than just academic shortcomings. Schools must find ways to go beyond
the teaching of intellectual skills to also enhance students’ personal development and
self-efficacy beliefs (Zimmerman, 1995). Providing educational opportunities without
ensuring educational outcomes has perpetuated inequity in a more subtle form (Wang,
1997).
Perceived self-efficacy describes one’s expectations about the ability to
successfully perform a specific task or behavior (Bandura, 1997). Non-cognitive factors
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such as attitudes, motivation, and beliefs have been found to impact student achievement.
Multon, Brown, and Lent (1991) found a strong correlation between self-efficacy for
cognitive skills and academic achievement. Pajares and Kranzler (1995) characterized
self-efficacy beliefs as powerful predictors of performance. A wealth of established
research posited a correlation between self-efficacy and academic achievement (Bandura,
1996, Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996). However, an extensive review of the
literature uncovered few studies that specifically examined the impact of the pull-out and
de-facto pull-out instructional models on the self-efficacy perceptions of ELL elementary
students. This represented a gap in research. Accordingly, the dissertation study
examined the impact of instructional support models that separate ELL students from the
general education population on the self-efficacy perceptions of ELL students.
Theoretical Rationale
The last two decades marked a shift in the understanding of how students learn
and recognition that certain learner and personal characteristics are alterable (Wang,
Haertel, & Walberg, 1993). This awareness has led to an increasing interest in studying
ways to alter students’ psychological and cognitive processes by reshaping their learning
environments and modifying instructional strategies (Fenstermacher & Goodlad, 1984).
Self-efficacy was one construct found to impact academic achievement. Academic selfefficacy was defined as the personal judgments of ones capabilities to organize and
execute courses of action to attain specific educational performances (Bandura, 1977;
Schunk, 1989). Zimmerman (1995) found self-efficacy to be the most demanding
cognitive challenge children face concerning the development of their academic
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competencies. A meta-analysis of studies revealed a positive correlation between selfefficacy beliefs and achievement (Multon et al., 1991).
The purpose of the theoretical framework was to provide a focused lens by which
to examine the impact of the separation models of instructional support on the selfefficacy perceptions of ELL students. The three theoretical frames that provided the basis
for the dissertation study included the socio-cognitive (Bandura, 1977), socio-cultural
(Vygotsky, 1978), and the socio-comparative (Festinger, 1954) theories. These
theoretical frames focused on the correlation between psychological, cultural, relational,
and environmental factors and the development of self-efficacy perceptions.
Traditionally, they have been underemphasized in favor of more concrete instructional
factors that contribute to student achievement. Several studies supported evidence to
suggest that social, emotional, and environmental factors are equivalent in importance to
instructional and cognitive measures in impacting students’ academic achievement
(Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1990).
Socio-cognitive theory. Scaffolding much of the research literature on selfefficacy is Bandura’s (1977) socio-cognitive theory, which posited that cognitive
processes moderate behaviors. Within socio-cognitive theory, knowledge acquisition was
seen as relating to the observation of others within the context of social interactions.
Specifically, self-efficacy is based on performance, vicarious experiences, and messages
from significant others (Bandura, 1986; Schunk, 1995). Furthermore, the theory holds
that the mind is an active force constructing reality based on personal and environmental
factors (Schunk, 1989). Simply stated, children learn by observing others, and these
observations can influence outcome expectations or self- efficacy. Importantly, children
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make sense of conflicting positive and negative messages on race, ethnicity, and culture
within the framework of their own experiences and socio-cognitive interpretations.
Research has supported the connection between a student’s sense of belonging or
school connectedness and self-efficacy. Anderman (2002) found a sense of belonging to
be associated with increased positive school-related affect, self-esteem and higher levels
of general optimism. Goodenow (1993) defined students’ sense of belonging as the extent
to which they feel accepted, respected, included, and supported. Students’ social
identities activate negative stereotyping and communicate that groups are marginalized,
devalued, and not accepted (Inzlicht, & Good, 2006). Research showed a positive
correlation between a sense of belonging and one’s self-efficacy perceptions (Major,
Quinton, & McCoy, 2002).
A close link was found to exist between students’ use of self-regulated learning
strategies and their perceived academic self-efficacy (Bandura, 1990). Several
correlational studies supported the premise that self-regulated learners made better use of
learning strategies and show greater achievement than those who did not use selfregulated strategies (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990). In addition, students who
were self-regulated learners were able to set challenging goals by applying appropriate
strategies to achieve the goals (Zimmerman, 1989). The self-efficacy instrument used in
the study contains a subscale of questions directly related to self-regulatory behaviors.
Gardner (1963) emphasized the importance of schools going beyond the teaching of
intellectual skills to include a focus on students’ self-beliefs and self-regulatory
capabilities to educate themselves.
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Socio-cultural theory. The major premise of the socio-cultural theory was that
culture is a prime determinant of cognitive development and is a major determinant of
how instruction and learning take place. The instructional environment in a classroom
can create what Collier (1995) described as social and psychological distance between
groups including inter-ethnic comparisons, cultural stereotyping, inter-group hostility,
and the subordinate status of one group compared to another. Importantly, these patterns
of discrimination and prejudice were shown to influence students’ achievement (Collier,
1995). The theory underscored the importance of peer interactions and that learners
should be provided with socially rich, culturally responsive, sociocultural environments
to positively influence learning. According to the theory, fostering a supportive
sociocultural environment will positively influence a student’s response to learning.
Vygotsky’s (1978) foundation for constructivism was grounded in the sociocultural theory. His theory posited that cognition is the end result of socialization and that
cognition is impacted by a more knowledgeable other (MKO) including teachers and
peers. Vygotsky’s theory demonstrated the importance and function of more capable
peers in enhancing students’ conceptual understandings. The configuration of student
groups in terms of composition and physical location have been critical considerations in
implementing instructional delivery models for ELL students (Hahn, 1989). In the same
study, he found that the locus of problems encountered by students who were
educationally segregated was not due to the students but was directly the result of the
disabling environment. Freire (1970) asserted that the practice of slot and block
marginalized groups of people who did not fit the pattern of the dominant criteria and
perpetuated the status quo of the dominant group.
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Socio-comparison theory. Festinger’s theory (1954) posited that a students’ selfperception is determined by group placement. He argued that people engage in a
comparison process in which benchmarks are established and self-evaluations are based.
There are two related theories that fit within the socio-comparative school of thought.
The assimilation theory (Marsh & Craven, 2002) posited that a student will assimilate
perceptions of efficacy with the perceived ability level of the group to which the student
is assigned (Marsh & Parker, 1984; Marsh & Craven, 2004; Trautwein, Marsh, Koller, &
Baumert, 2006). For example, programs in which ELL students were integrated with
English proficient students yielded higher achievement test scores than segregated ESL
programs (Fulton, Scott, & Calvin, 1983). Montecel and Cortez (2002) found that
achievement levels of ELLs were higher when ELLs participated in programs that
accorded them equal status with other students. Coopersmith’s (1967) research posited
that self-concept is a mirror reflection of how one is viewed and seen by significant
others. Similarly, Oakes (1985) suggested that tracking leads to enhanced student
achievement in higher leveled groups and undermines achievement in lower leveled
groups. However, several studies contradicted Oakes’ findings. According to Wong and
Watkins (2001), self-efficacy was found to be higher when students were placed in lowachieving environments and lower when placed in higher achieving environments. Wong
and Watkins’ finding evokes the big fish, little pond theory (Marsh & Craven, 2002).
Students were found to feel more confident and competent relative to the other members
of the group when they were placed in a group with low achieving students. When the
ELL students were pulled away from a larger group to work in the subgroup, the potential
benefits associated with Wong and Watkins’ (2001) and Marsh & Craven’s (2002)
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theories diminished when they then returned to the larger group because they missed key
content instruction from the general education teacher.
The theories discussed in the preceding paragraphs suggested the need for a closer
examination of the segregationist models of instructional delivery to determine the
impact on the socio-cognitive and socio-cultural development of ELLs. The theoretical
frames provided the lens through which to understand the implications of the pull-out and
de-facto pull-out instructional models on the self-efficacy perceptions of students as well
as the importance of environment, grouping, and significant others in implementing
instructional support programs.
Statement of Purpose
The equitable education of ELLs is the social and financial responsibility of
school districts. The allocation of federal and state funds is contingent upon school
districts demonstrating measurable academic gains of all students including ELLs. The
relationship between student achievement and self-efficacy has been firmly established
by a wealth of research (Bong & Clark, 1999; Byrne, 1984; Hanasford and Hattie, 1982;
Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996) with many studies finding varying levels of
correlational significance between the two variables. These findings provided the basis
and rationale for a study to examine the impact of ESL separatist instructional models on
the self-efficacy perceptions of ELLs. Specifically, the study examined the correlational
significance between the amount of time ELL students were separated from their general
education classes and peers and their self-efficacy to succeed in school.
Although the historical intent of legislation and legal decisions was to foster
equity, the act of separateness has taken away more emotionally and socially than the
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mandates provided academically (Frattura & Topoinka, 2006). The goal of the
dissertation research was to influence the design of future support programs in order to
provide optimal educational environments within which ELL students can have an equal
opportunity to achieve. The practice of separate but equal was declared unconstitutional
almost 60 years ago as a result of Brown v. Board of Education (1954). In that decision,
Chief Justice Warren declared separate facilities as inherently unequal. He further
emphasized that segregation has a “tendency to retard the educational and mental
development of children and to deprive them of the benefits they would receive in an
integrated school system” (Brown, 1954).
The ability to modify laws, statutes, and mandates is beyond the scope and
purview of the dissertation study. However, raising awareness of and prompting
conversations around the impact of instructional support service delivery on ELL
students was a step closer to identifying more effective and culturally sensitive ways in
which to serve all at-risk learners. Mutually exclusive mandates, a shortage of qualified
ESL teachers, and other logistical challenges for some school districts may necessitate
the implementation of pull-out models of instructional delivery for ELL students.
Educators should re-examine the manner by which instructional support mandates are
delivered to ELL students in order to mitigate the psychological and resulting academic
consequences associated with the pull-out models.
Research Questions
Two hypotheses served as the basis for the quantitative study. Both hypotheses
use a confidence interval of p < .05.
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Ha1. There is a significant negative correlation between the amount of time
Latino ELL students are segregated from the mainstream population of students
for the purposes of delivering instructional support services, and their selfefficacy perceptions to succeed in school.
Ha2. There is a significant negative correlation between the number of different
support services Latino ELL students receives and self-efficacy perceptions to
succeed in school.
The following research questions guided the study.
1. How many minutes per week is each participating Latino ELL student
segregated from the mainstream population of students for the purposes of
instructional support services?
2. What is the self-efficacy level for each participating Latino ELL student as
measured by the Morgan-Jinks Scale of Self-Efficacy (MJSES)?
3. Is there a significant negative relationship between the amount of time Latino
ELL students are segregated from the mainstream population of students for
the purposes of receiving instructional support services and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school?
4. How many different support interventions does each of the participating ELL
students receive in addition to ESL services?
5. Is there a significant negative correlation between the number of different
support interventions Latino ELL students receive and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school?
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Significance of the Study
According to the U.S. Census (2010), more than half the growth in total
population in the United States between 2000 and 2010 was due to the increase in the
Latino population. Despite a decline in overall population in New York State (U.S.
Census, 2010), the Latino population has grown numerically more than any other group.
Conversely, this growth was neither reflected in Latino academic achievement scores nor
graduation rate data. Educational equity, accountability, and the cost-effective allocation
of the targeted resources in the education of ELL students have been an on-going
concern. Furthermore, 70% of the nation’s ELL population has been concentrated in 10%
of the schools (Cohen, Deterding, & Chu Clewell, 2005), which is advantageous in that
the density of the ELL population makes it possible for schools to more cost-effectively
implement specialized support services to a greater number of students at the same time.
At the dissertation research site, however, although 47% of the total student population
was Latino, only 11% of the students were classified as ELL. Additionally, the ELL
students were scattered throughout the eight schools within the district, thus creating the
challenge of complying with the numerous mandates for intervention. Moreover, the ELL
students were sparsely dispersed among several classes on each grade level.
The situation within the research site included a shortage of qualified ESL
teachers and tight school budgets, which resulted in the use of the pull-out model. As
such, a single ESL teacher served several students across grade levels at the same time. In
an effort to comply with the state mandates concerning the implementation of support
programs, students can be pulled out of their general education classrooms multiple times
resulting in segregated, disconnected, and fragmented days (Frattura & Capper, 2010).
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The dissertation research was significant in that it shed a critical eye on the
relationship between the delivery models of instructional support services to the ELL
population and the impact of the delivery models on often ignored non-cognitive factors
such as self-efficacy. In addition to rigorous curricula investments, the research
illuminated the need for schools to assess the design, implementation, monitoring
process, and evaluation of instructional delivery models in order to positively impact the
academic achievement of ELLs. Building this knowledge helps to inform the decision
making of educational leaders in ways to close the achievement gap between Spanishdominant students and mono-lingual students.
Definitions of Terms
Research related to the various models of English as a Second Language (ESL)
services varied in definitions of terminology. Models had different characteristics
depending on the location of implementation and within each model there existed several
options for implementation. The list below, however, provides definitions for the manner
the terminology was used within the scope of the dissertation study. Also included is the
term unique to the study—de-facto pull-out—which emerged from findings within the
research literature and is further discussed in Chapter 2.
Academic Intervention Services (AIS). AIS is mandated under Title III for
students who fail to meet the state mandated measures of proficiency.
Average Yearly Academic Objectives (AYAO). AYAO is based on a NYS
formula that measures the academic growth of subgroups of students including ELLs and
special education students.
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Ability grouping. The educational practice of dividing students into small working
groups with students of equivalent ability in the same group.
Bilingual education. For the purposes of the dissertation study, bilingual
education was included under the category of separationist models since classrooms
contain only ELL students. Bilingual education refers to a language acquisition process
for students in which all or substantial portions of the instruction, textbooks, or teaching
materials are in the child's native language, other than English.
Co-teaching. Collaborative partnership between a mainstream teacher and a
specialist such as an ESL or AIS teacher.
English Language Learners (ELLs) or English Learners (ELs). For the
purpose of this study, the term only refers to Latino ELLs.
English as a Second Language (ESL) program. English proficiency students
are supported with instructional support provided in/out of the classroom; ESL
encompasses the various models for delivering instruction to ELLs.
General education classes. Students not qualifying for ESL or special education
support services.
Pull-out model. One form of ESL instruction in which an ESL specialist provides
designated services outside of the general education (or mainstreamed) classroom.
Push-in model. One form of ESL instruction in which an ESL specialist provides
designated services within the general education (or mainstreamed) classroom.
De-facto pull-out . This term describes ESL service delivery in which an ESL
specialist delivers linguistic support to ELL students in a separate location within the
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boundaries of the general education classroom resulting in the segregation of targeted
students.
Separation programs. These are programs arranged by units (e.g., at-risk, ESL,
learning disability units, etc.) of homogeneously grouped students who have been
unsuccessful in general education (Frattura & Topinka, 2006). The pull-out and de-facto
pull-out models are included within this body of research.
Tier I. Whole classroom quality core instruction universally provided to all
students.
Tier II. Small group supplemental, needs-based instruction.
Tier III. Intensive, individualized instruction.
Summary of Remaining Chapters
Educators have been closely re-examining the manner by which limited resources
are allocated to positively impact the academic achievement for all students. School
districts cannot ignore achievement gaps between subgroups of learners such as ELLs,
special education, and other children at-risk without financial penalties. The fact that
federal and state funding has been directly contingent upon a school districts’ adherence
to these mandates has added momentum for timely compliance. A wealth of research
supported the relationship between self-efficacy and academic achievement. The
proposed study sheds a critical eye on the relationship between the separation models of
instructional support services to the ELL population and the impact of the models on the
self-efficacy perceptions of ELL students. The rights of ELLs has been long fought and
guaranteed under legal doctrines and legislative mandates. Providing the optimal learning
environments for the ELL population benefits society as a whole.
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Chapter 2 contains and examination of the literature self-efficacy as a construct,
the relationship between self-efficacy and academic achievement, models of instruction
delivery for ELL students, instructional support models for LD students as related to
instructional models for ELL students, teacher self-efficacy beliefs, and collective
efficacy perceptions of groups. Chapter 3 describes the research design methodology
used to answer the research questions, and chapter 4 contains the results of the data
analysis. The final chapter of the dissertation contains a discussion of the implications of
the findings and recommendations for research and practice.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature
Introduction and Purpose
The education of children classified as English Language Learners (ELL)
represents significant challenges to educators. New York State (NYS) demographic data
(Census 2010) reflected robust growth of the ELL population of students far exceeding
any other sub-group. By 2030, an estimated 40% of students whose first language is not
English will make up the school-age population (Thomas & Collier, 1997a). The right to
equitable educational opportunities for ELLs was guaranteed under the CR154
(Guidelines, 1990). CR 154 required school districts to provide English as a Second
Language (ESL) academic and linguistic support services up to 360 minutes weekly. In
addition to the mandated ESL support hours, ELL students may also qualify for
additional academic support under the New York State Academic Intervention Services
(AIS) umbrella and, if classified as having a learning disability, are further mandated to
receive additional units of special education support services. To maintain a favorable
standing and qualify for much needed federal and state school funding, school districts
must meet minimum, measurable academic achievement standards for all students
including ELLs (NCLB, 2008).
Research suggested a positive relationship between self-efficacy and academic
achievement (Bandura, 1996; Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996). The majority of
research studies focused on the effect of the separation models on specific academic
skills (Begoray, 2001; Meyer, 2001; Yin, 2007). In other studies, the construct of self-
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efficacy was examined as it pertained to language acquisition or was one of several
factors used in comparing bilingual programs to English-only models. The dissertation
study examined the impact of the separationist models of instructional delivery on the
self-efficacy of ELL Latino students.
Self-efficacy was defined as the belief in one’s ability to perform (Bandura,
1997). Sources of self-efficacy for ELL students, has also been the focus of numerous
studies (Templin, 2011). Few studies, however, specifically examined the impact of the
segregation and stigmatization of the separation models of instructional delivery on the
self-efficacy of Latino ELL students. This represented a major gap in the research. It
should also be noted that self-efficacy, in isolation, did not impact achievement (Schunk,
1989). High self-efficacy did not produce competent performers when the requisite
ability, knowledge, and skills were lacking. However, adequate skills and positive
outcome expectations can greatly influence the choice and direction of human behavior
(Bandura, 1989).
Topic Analysis
Chapter 2 includes a review of the research literature to extend knowledge
concerning the construct of self-efficacy, its relationship to achievement and the impact
of separationist instructional models on the self-efficacy beliefs of ELL students.
Research found a positive relationship between collective group efficacy, teachers’ selfefficacy perceptions to perform, and students’ self-efficacy beliefs to succeed (Bandura,
1993; Goddard, 2001). Additionally, research indicated teachers’ expectations contribute
to ELLs’ academic success (Obiako, 1999). Accordingly, this chapter includes an
extension of the socio-cognitive theory to a brief discussion on research pertaining to
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group efficacy and its relationship to student achievement. Related research under the
special education domain also is explored in that the deficit model has erroneously served
as the framework by which learning disabled (LD) and ELL students have been similarly
educated.
Self-efficacy as a construct. Self-efficacy has been defined as an individual’s
assessment of competence to be able to perform a task, is domain-specific, contextdependent, and measured before a task is actually done (Pajares, 1996). Self-efficacy is
not seen as being dependent upon normative data, but has been measured based on
students’ perceptions of their abilities to perform. These beliefs influence the manner by
which decisions are made. For example, Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, and Larivee (1991)
found that children with the same level of mathematical skill significantly varied in their
success in problem solving; the greater their self-efficacy, the greater their success at
using their skills to effectively problem solve.
Several studies (Mone, Baker, & Jeffries, 1995; Pajares & Miller, 1994)
suggested that self-efficacy, not self-esteem, was a more reliable predictor of academic
performance. Self-esteem was defined as a personal judgment of worthiness expressed in
one’s attitudes toward oneself (Coopersmith, 1967). Unlike self-esteem, self-efficacy is
defined as being task or ability-specific. A typical self-efficacy perception question on a
survey might be, “How confident are you that you can solve mathematical problems?” as
opposed to a self-esteem question focusing on feelings and self-worth such as,
“Mathematics makes me feel inadequate”. A student may have a low sense of efficacy for
art yet this may have no impact on self-esteem because the student has not invested selfworth in that activity (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004).
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The cognitive revolution. In the 1980s, psychologists’ interests shifted from a
focus on the inner or self- processes such as self-esteem and self-efficacy to an interest in
motivation and cognitive processes (Pajares & Schunk, 2001). Also known as the
cognitive revolution, the technological advances in the use of computers and technology
influenced the focus of this era of research. Educational reform followed suit in shifting
its focus toward achievement test scores and curricular practices—a back to basics
approach to curriculum and practice (Pajeres & Schunk, 2001). The shift in education
also was fueled by the studies of Berliner and Biddle (1995) and Bracey (1992) which
suggested that American students were not graduating academically prepared to compete
as a result of America’s plummeting academic standards. A concern for students’
emotional states and self-concepts were deemed irrelevant to their academic
achievement. More recently, students’ self-beliefs resurfaced as the topic of numerous
studies focused on academic motivation and achievement. Pajares and Schunk (2001)
stated,
The focus on a student’s sense of self as a principal component of academic
motivation is grounded in the taken-for-granted assumption that the beliefs that
students create, develop, and hold to be true about themselves are vital forces in
their success or failure in school. (p. 2)
Bandura’s colleagues, Schunk (1991), Zimmerman (1989), and Pajares (2002),
expanded Bandura’s (1977) research to the field of education. Many of the studies on
self-efficacy cited within this chapter were based on the work of these four researchers.
Schunk (1991) characterized self-efficacy as the backbone of behavioral change, and
Pajares (2002) explained that self-efficacy is not about learning how to succeed but rather
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how to keep trying when one does not succeed. Moverover, it is not only important to be
capable but also important to believe in one’s capabilities (Pajares, 2002).
Social learning theory. The social learning theory was introduced by Miller and
Dollard (1941). Bandura’s (1977) landmark research was the first to examine the role of
self-efficacy within the framework of the social learning theory. Later, Bandura changed
the name of the theory to the social cognitive or socio-cognitive theory, which provided
the basis for understanding the impact of low or high self-efficacy on behavior. Based on
socio-cognitive theory, self-efficacy beliefs influence the choices and actions people take.
According to Bandura (1996), a better predictor of success was the belief concerning
one’s capability to succeed rather than what one is actually capable of accomplishing.
This belief determines how knowledge and skills are used: the greater the sense of selfefficacy, the greater the resiliency during adversity, the stronger the effort one is willing
to expend, the longer one will be willing to persist at a task amidst obstacles and
challenges (Schunk, Hanson, & Cox, 1987).
Bandura (1977) identified four sources of self-efficacy. The first source, mastery
experience, involves one’s judgments about prior performance. Another source is
vicarious experience, which is the observation of others performing tasks. Social
persuasion focuses on the judgment of others in relation to one’s own performance. The
last source of self-efficacy is physiological or mental states that provide cues about
anticipated successes or failures. According to Bandura’s theory, self-efficacy is
contingent upon students being provided with opportunities for the successful mastering
of skills surrounded by capable, competent peers who are perceived by others as being
capable and competent.
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Research supported the premise that mastery experiences have the greatest impact
on students (Bandura, 1977; Klassen, 2004; Lent, Lopez, Brown, & Gore, 1996; Usher &
Pajares, 2006). However, for ELL students, vicarious experience (Gandara & Gibson,
2004) and social persuasion (Solberg & Villarreal, 1997; Torres & Soberg, 2001) were
identified as having the greatest impact on self-efficacy. Conversely, Bentz (2010) found
there was no statistical difference in the influences exerted by each of the four efficacy
sources.
Using a mixed methods study, Bentz (2010) investigated Bandura’s four sources
for self-efficacy among 226 ELL students in the Arizona public school system. Benz used
a questionnaire, individual interviews, and focus groups. An analysis of variance
(ANOVA) indicated no statistical difference in the influences exerted by each of the four
sources. This finding was inconsistent with prior studies that found mastery experience to
be the most influential self-efficacy source. Benz did find, however, that for the ELL
subgroup of students with two or fewer years of experience learning to speak English,
vicarious experience and peer modeling were statistically more influential. The study
underscored the importance of non-segregated grouping and found segregated
environments for ELL students to be fundamentally flawed (Bentz, 2010).
Leclair, Doll, Osborn, and Jones (2009) compared the academic self-efficacy of
ELL and non-ELL students using an instrument called the Classmaps Survey (CMS). The
researchers hypothesized that the CMS scores would differ between the two groups, and
results indicated that the ELL students did have lower academic self-efficacy than the
non-ELL students. This finding was not surprising; however the research did not

31

differentiate between the specific supports provided to each group of students nor the
manner in which the supports were delivered.
Self-efficacy also has been described as perceptions of one’s self formed through
experiences and environmental interpretations influenced by the evaluations of others
(Schunk, 1987). Simply stated, people who strongly believe they can accomplish
something were more likely to succeed than people who did not believe strongly in their
capabilities or who had low self-efficacy. Research showed that self-efficacy beliefs
affect students’ effort, persistence, and ultimately, learning and achievement (Bandura,
1977, Schunk, 1989). The examination of this construct as related to ELL students is
critically relevant to school administrators. Jinks and Morgan (1999) defined self-efficacy
as “a sense of confidence regarding the performance of specific tasks” (p. 224).
Accordingly, research examined the perceived self-efficacy beliefs of students relative to
specific subject areas or tasks such as social studies (Zimmerman, 1995), reading (Yin,
2007), and writing (Pajares & Valiante, 2006). These studies suggested that poor
performance on cognitive tasks might be the result of low self-efficacy rather than merely
on the lack of ability.
Relationship between self-efficacy and academic achievement. Research
supported the finding of a relationship between self-efficacy and student achievement.
Academic achievement was found to be directly and significantly correlated to selfefficacy (Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996). The results of a meta-analysis of 128
studies conducted in the late 1970s examined relationships between self-efficacy
perceptions and student achievement (Byrne, 1984). The results varied from significant
negative correlations to nearly perfect positive correlations (Hansford & Hattie, 1982).
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Bandura (1977) cautioned against using global indicators and emphasized the importance
of measuring domain-specific tasks; an individual’s self-perceptions are contextually
bounded (Pajares & Schunk, 2001). In other words, self-efficacy can change depending
on the task. For example, an individual might have a higher self-efficacy to succeed at
mathematical tasks than for those involving technology. In 90% of the 128 studies
analyzed, moderate to weak correlations were reported (Byrne, 1984). The selected
studies, however, assessed global self-concept, which may have lowered the statistical
relationship between the two constructs (Pajares & Schunk, 2001). In studies in which
academic self-concept was measured, correlations were moderately positive (Bong &
Clark, 1999).
Based on a hierarchical model introduced by Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton
(1976), the statistical relationship between subject-specific self-efficacy and related
performance was stronger than between a general academic self-concept and academic
achievement (Marsh, Byrne, & Shavelson, 1988). Marsh et al. (1988) found a .55
correlation between high school students’ mathematical self-concept and mathematics
achievement scores. When self-efficacy beliefs corresponded to the academic outcomes,
the relationship between self-efficacy and academic performance was positive and strong
(Pajares & Mikler, 1997).
Researchers were divided on the question of the causal relationship between selfconcepts and student achievement. Some researchers contended that self-beliefs are a
consequence rather than cause of academic achievement. They further suggested that
educational efforts should focus on improving students’ academic skills and
competencies rather than on focusing on altering self-beliefs. Still other researchers
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suggested the existence of a reciprocal relationship (Marsh & Yeung, 1997; Wigfield &
Karpathian, 1991) between the two constructs. Bandura’s (1977) theory of reciprocal
determinism posited that behavior both influences and is influenced by personal factors
and the social environment. Bandura further asserted that an individual's behavior is
conditioned through the use of consequences, and at the same time, a person’s behavior
and personal factors, such as cognitive skills or attitudes, can impact the environment.
Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory led to the understanding that individuals
can be seen as being both products and producers of their own environments.
Specifically, behavioral and environmental information contribute to the self-beliefs that,
in turn, influence and alter subsequent behavior and environments. Bandura referred to
this process as triadic reciprocal causation. Even more significant was that the sociocognitive theory supported the idea that although economic conditions and one’s socioeconomic status (SES) may influence self-efficacy beliefs, those conditions do not
directly affect human behavior (Pajares, 2002). Pajares’ (2002) perspective offered
another side to Coleman’s (1966) research, which stated that a student’s SES is the most
reliable predictor of academic success. In practice, this means that schools can improve
students’ academic skills and behavior by altering the environmental factors that may
cause negative self-beliefs (Pajares, 2002). It was also found that self-efficacy develops
aptitude, and through learning activities achievement level and motivation is positively
affected.
Although Bandura (1997) posited that self-efficacy should be task specific, in
academic settings, young children often lack sufficient knowledge or skills to perform
specific academic tasks. In such a case, calculating a student’s self-efficacy for
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performance behaviors would be a meaningless index or near zero (Schunk, 1989).
According to Schunk (1989), a better indicator would be a students’ self-efficacy for
learning. Once skills have been established, self-efficacy can refer to “perceived
capabilities” to perform learned activities (Schunk, 1989). Research, however supported
the premise that when perceptions of capabilities are matched to specific performance
outcomes, there is a stronger predictive power (Bandura, 1986). A significant study by
Zimmerman, Bandura, and Martinez-Pons (1992) found that middle school students’ selfefficacy and grade goals accounted for one third of the variance in their academic grades
in social studies class. Additionally, Vang and Martanez (2005) examined the
relationship between self-efficacy beliefs of ELL students and their reading and math
achievement as measured by the Minnesota State Assessment. The post-test self-efficacy
survey showed that the students who completed the instructional program experienced an
increase in perceived self-efficacy in reading and math. Self-efficacy beliefs, however,
are based on perceived beliefs as to whether or not the accomplishment of a task is
possible. Self-efficacy may vary not as a function of actual skill but rather due to
perceived capabilities to overcome obstacles (Schunk, 1989). Regardless, the study does
strengthen the argument that classroom practices can significantly impact academic
achievement.
Models of instructional delivery for ELL students. Studies supported a
significant positive correlation between self-efficacy and student achievement (Bandura,
1986; Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996). Although Ferguson (1995) found a
negative correlation between the pull-out model of instructional delivery and the selfesteem of special education students, there was little research specifically examining the
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impact of separationist models of ESL instructional delivery on the self-efficacy of ELL
students.
The review of literature included studies related to learning disabled students, as a
more inclusive model has come from the field of special education. Historically, disabled
students and ELLs have had similar experiences in the manner they have been perceived
and educated; both have been marginalized and segregated from the general population of
students (Bialystok, 2005; Paradis, 2005). Similar to the ESL pull-out model, special
education students have been removed from the mainstream classroom and provided with
instructional support in another location or resource room. Importantly, ELL students are
disproportionately represented within the special education population, so this body of
research is also relevant to the study.
The manner in which instructional program models have been categorized vary
geographically and even within the same school district (Rossell, 2003). Although there
have been several policies based on law and mandates ensuring the right for ELLs to
receive linguistic support services, the policies have not addressed pedagogy and
practice. Numerous articles and books have been written on the various models of
instruction for ELLs; however, the manner by which the models have been implemented
vary. A school district’s selection of an appropriate model might be based on the number
of ELLs to be serviced, the various levels of English proficiency, the number of parental
requests for bilingual classrooms, distribution of ELLs across the school district or grade
levels, the needs of the students, and the availability of resources (McKeon, 1987).
Bilingual education and English as a Second Language (ESL) have been the two
major categories of instruction for ELLs. Specifically, the one-way or dual language
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bilingual education models provided meaningful, bicultural, grade level curricula.
Students are taught cognitive academic language (CALPS) using English and the
student’s native language. Both languages are alternated according to subject matter or
the time of day. Research findings suggested that separating the two languages during
instruction maximizes the building of academic proficiency in each. There were a
significant number of studies that found the use of bilingual models to be the most
effective means for closing the achievement gap between bilingual and mono-lingual
children (Center for Research on Educational Diversity and Excellence, 2003; Thomas &
Collier, 1999). Rolstad, Mahoney and Glass (2005) found that bilingual education has
been consistently superior to program models that follow English-only approaches.
However, from the socio-cultural theoretical frame, traditional bilingual classrooms have
separated ELL students from the mainstream population of students. For the purposes of
the dissertation study, the bilingual classroom was classified as a separationist model of
instruction; dual-language classrooms, however, were not classified as separationist
because mono-lingual and ELLs were integrated within the same classroom.
ESL models, referred to as stand-alone models, include the pull-out, push-in, or
the de-facto pull-out models. In pull-out models, instruction is delivered in isolation as
remedial classes with watered-down curriculum (Thomas & Collier, 1999, p. 47). ESL
models have been found to be the most costly to implement, yet have been the most
commonly implemented in the United States (Collier, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 1999).
They have been the most costly because they require a greater number of ESL teachers
and are least effective because ELLs miss academic instruction from the general
classroom teacher. Furthermore, there has been a lack of articulation and common
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planning between the ESL teacher and general education teacher. Still another
disadvantage to the ESL models is that students do not have access to primary language
instruction by bi-literate ESL teachers in order to keep pace with their grade level
academic content requirements while learning English (Ovando & Collier, 1998).
Pull-out model. The pull-out model may be provided by teachers assigned to a
single building or by traveling teachers who serve students throughout a school district.
The teacher may or may not be bilingual or bi-literate and students may or may not be
appropriately pulled based on levels of English proficiency. Many ELL students have
been grouped simply by grade level. It also generally has been recommended that
beginners or newcomers to the United States be grouped separately from intermediate
and advanced ELLs to facilitate greater differentiation of instruction.
The rationale for the pervasive implementation of the pull-out model can partially
be explained by Title 1 of ESEA (1965), which required school districts and schools to
adhere to the supplement-not-supplant provision in order to qualify for federal funding.
The purpose of the provision was to ensure that federal funds were spent on extra
educational services for at-risk students over and beyond those ordinarily be provided to
students absent the Title 1 funds. It was found that these funds were often spent on
general school expenses such as operating costs rather than on specific services for at-risk
students (Junge & Krvaric, 2012). The EASA Statement of Purpose (1970), asserted that
the intent of supplement-not-supplant was to ensure that all children, especially those
who were academically disadvantaged, received a fair, equal, and significant opportunity
to obtain a high quality education and reach proficiency levels on state standards and
assessments. EASA further provided that
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A state educational agency or local educational agency shall use federal funds
received under this part only to supplement the funds that would, in the absence
of such federal funds, be made available from non-federal sources, for the
education of pupils participating in programs under this part, and not to supplant
such funds. (Section 1120A)
Accordingly, Title 1 funds were to be used to add new services rather than to replace
existing support services already funded from state and local sources. To ensure
adherence to the supplement-not-supplant provision, auditors examined school and
district budgets using a cost-by-cost analysis (Junge & Krvaric, 2012) that required
evidence that each individual cost charged to Title 1was used to support an activity or
service that would not have otherwise been implemented with state or local funds. Any
cost a district would have paid for in the absence of the Title 1 funding was not an
allowable expense to be charged against Title 1 monies (Jennings, 2001). Failure to
comply with the supplement-not-supplant mandate could cause school districts to risk
sanctions and much needed federal funding. Adherence to the provision, however, has
created an enormous administrative burden for schools and school districts (Junge &
Krvaric, 2012). Furthermore, the statute contained no information as to how a school or
school district can demonstrate compliance. In response to this provision, school districts
designed programs for at-risk students that were separate and distinct from the general
education classroom programs and heavily relied on the pull-out model to clearly
demonstrate that Title 1 funds were being used to provide the extra support services
(Junge & Krvaric, 2012). It was easier to comply with supplement-not-supplant when
school districts segregated services (and children) into separate silos in order to
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differentiate between each funding source (Junge & Krvaric, 2012). Although support
services can be implemented through multiple modes of instructional delivery, the pullout model has remained one of the most frequently used strategies for serving students
with special needs despite concerns about cost, segregation, stigmatization, and
effectiveness (York-Barr et al., 2007).
As the name, pull-out, implies, students are removed from their general education
classrooms away from their peers multiple times per day and given one-on-one or small
group instruction in English. Contrary to the intent of fostering equity in education,
competing mandates and funding sources have resulted in educational leaders’ adoption
of service delivery policies that accentuate segregation and privilege (Sunderman & Kim,
2004). According to Frattura and Topinka (2006), the continued marginalization of
students to peripheral educational programs has oppressed the very children they are
designed to serve. Similarly, Theoharis’ (2010) indicated that the pull-out model has
marginalized and segregated ELL students and has impeded their ability to achieve. The
inequity of tracking and separate pull-out programs for ELL students was also noted by
Oakes (1985).
In a qualitative case study (Fraturra & Capper, 2007), the pull-out model was
examined in an elementary school consisting of 400 students from high to low income
families. The researchers found that the students who most needed to feel a part of the
school community were precisely the ones pulled out most frequently, and as a result
were unable to complete their assigned tasks. In one case, it was revealed that the pull-out
program had reduced student instructional time by one-half over a three year period. The
study further suggested that one 5 minute classroom transition to a pull-out setting was

40

equal to 15 hours of instructional time lost in one school year. Similarly, Allington and
Johnston (1986) found substantial evidence to suggest that students may receive less
instruction when they are classified and labeled based on perceived differences.
The majority of research on the topic examined the impact of self-efficacy and
instructional delivery methodologies in relation to language acquisition, which
represented a significant gap in the current research. Thomas & Collier (1997c)
conducted a comprehensive longitudinal research on 700,000 ELLs in the field of
education focusing on language acquisition. Their study illuminated some of the
independent variables that impacted self-efficacy including socio-economic status,
number of years of first language schooling, and number of years of English language
schooling. An important relative finding from the study was that the pull-out program
was determined to be the least effective model for language acquisition (Thomas &
Collier, 1997a). Although one of the most frequently cited studies, other researchers
noted that the Thomas & Collier study was flawed due to significant statistical and
analytical errors (Greene, 1998; Rossell, 1998; Willig, 1985).
A mixed methods research study (Templin, 2011) examined 140 post-secondary
ESL students to determine whether self-efficacy beliefs could predict ESL language
proficiency. Self-efficacy was measured by questionnaires and analyzed using multiple
regression. ESL language proficiency was based on a norm-referenced language
assessment tool. The study also used qualitative interviews and analyzed the data using
NVivo 7. The findings were significant in that it was one of the first studies to show that
mastery experience—one of Bandura’s four sources of efficacy—was a reliable predictor
of self-efficacy and language proficiency among ELL students (Templin, 2011).
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A large body of research surrounding the construct of self-efficacy has been
conducted on the secondary education level (Lent et al., 1996; Solberg & Villareal, 1997;
Trautwein et al., 2006). This may be in response to the heightened awareness of the high
drop-out rate among the Latino student population and the challenges of sustaining ELL
college students.
Few studies focused on the self-efficacy beliefs of ELLs as they relate to specific
instructional models of delivery. It must be noted that there were numerous studies that
supported the pull-out model of instructional delivery. Carter (1984) found that the pullout environment offered a positive learning environment, smaller group size, higher
adult-to-student ratios, and greater student on-task behavior. In his study, Carter also
found the pull-out environment offered a more harmonious atmosphere with fewer
negative comments by teachers. The socio-comparison theory (Festinger, 1954, Wong &
Watkins, 2001) supported similar findings.
There were also studies that found no significant difference in the self-efficacy
beliefs and perceptions about school environment between ELLs and mono-lingual
students. Rodriguez, Ringler, O’Neal, and Bunn (2009) conducted a mixed methods
study of 123 elementary ELL and mono-lingual students in a North Carolina school
district that had failed to make the required average yearly progress (AYP). The purpose
of the study was to determine whether students’ perceptions of school environment varied
by linguistic diversity. Students were interviewed and asked questions using a Likert
scale to determine their perceptions of the school in terms of climate, instruction,
extracurricular activities, self-efficacy, and self-esteem. Findings suggested no significant
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difference between the perceptions of the mono-lingual and ELL group of students. The
study failed, however, to differentiate between the various levels of English proficiency.
Push-in model of instructional delivery. Although much of the research found
the pull-out model has been the least effective, there was no substantial research
identified suggesting that push-in has been more effective. Theoretically, push-in models
allow for special needs students, including ELLs, special education, gifted, and AIS, to be
served within the confines of the general education classrooms by traveling specialists for
the mandated amount of time. Special area teachers work with targeted students within
the general education classroom or, in an ideal setting, co-teach with both special area
teacher and general education teacher sharing the responsibility for educating all children.
There are numerous challenges, however, to implementing the co-teach model with
fidelity; the greatest obstacle is finding common planning time (Dove & Honingsfeld,
2010).
The goal of the push-in for ESL teachers has been to support both language
acquisition and content knowledge in the most inclusive and efficient manner (Creese,
2005; Davison, 2006). Although the co-teaching model was designed to foster a more
equitable learning environment, ELL students nonetheless have been pulled away from
the mono-lingual groups to work in a peripheral area of the classroom with an ESL
teacher. McClure and Cahnmann-Taylor (2010) reported that “the co-teaching mandates
are often cloaked in the rhetoric of inclusion that presents co-teaching as inherently
leading to positive outcomes because students are not pulled out or segregated from the
‘regular’ classroom environment” (p. 111).
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Students have not been the only ones impacted by the marginalization created by
separationist models of instructional delivery. Research revealed that ESL teachers are
equally impacted (McClure & Cahnmann-Taylor, 2010). A longitudinal, qualitative study
conducted between 2003 and 2009 examined the quality of ESL teachers’ experiences in
the push-in model. Performance-based focus groups and theatre games as the method of
research provided teachers with the opportunity to express their feelings through role play
skits. In a follow-up interview, an ESL teacher characterized her co-teacher as hostile to
the native language resources and overtly expressed her preference for English only and
cultural assimilation. Other teachers reported a loss of professional identity as an ESL
teacher due to the multiple numbers of classrooms they were expected to serve each day.
The teachers further reported low perceptions of themselves as legitimate, important
professionals. These experiences were similar to those of ELL students who are pulled
out of their classrooms or away from the general education population of students
multiple times per day. Similarly, an international study based in England showed that
ESL teachers’ knowledge and roles were perceived as being peripheral and secondary to
subject area concerns (Creese, 2005).
De-facto pull-out model. Policy and practice in school districts’ educational
policies have not been always in alignment. Although the intent of the collaborative pushin model was to foster a more collaborative, less segregated learning environment, the
push-in classroom has become a microcosm of the segregated environment created by the
pull-out model. This category of ESL instruction has included the population of ELL
students who have not been physically pulled-out but have been pulled-away from the
general education population of students within the general education classroom during
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push-ins. McClure and Cahnmann-Taylor (2010) described the push-in process as a
social act influenced by hierarchal power and status relations involving race, ethnicity,
and language.
Depending on the manner of implementation, the consequences and impact of the
push-in and pull-out models have been similar. Research examining the impact of the
pull-out model was compared to findings on the push-in model; few studies examined the
commonalities between the two in terms of implementation and impact on elementary
students’ self-efficacy. The term de-facto pull-out emerged from the extensive review of
literature, interviews with teachers, and personal observations to describe the
phenomenon of separation that has occurred within the confines of classrooms during
push-ins. Specifically, this new term served as a descriptor of the combination of the two
models in terms of impact on segregating ELL students from the general population.
There usually has been only one ESL teacher assigned to each classroom, so all
ELLs have been grouped together regardless of level of English proficiency. Depending
on the degree of collaboration between co-teachers, there may or may not have been an
alignment between the learning objectives of the two groups and the content covered. The
result has been the placement of ELL students at an even greater risk of academic failure.
The review of literature suggested a correlation between self-efficacy and the manner in
which support services are delivered to students. The hypothesis put forth in this
dissertation research was that both separation models of instructional delivery have a
significant negative impact on the self-efficacy beliefs of ELL students.
Instructional support models for LD students. Much of the research in
opposition to the pull-out model comes out of the field of special education advocacy
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where a more inclusive model has been promoted. The label, learning disabled (LD) has
been widely used for the last 40 years as the catch-all phrase to describe children with
academic difficulties. Cohan and Honigsfeld (2008) suggested that the acronym, as it
pertains to ELL students, can stand for language distance, linguistic diversity, language
distinction or learning difficulty. The fact is that ELLs may face learning difficulties due
to a myriad of reasons including socio-cultural, academic, or emotional factors (Cohen &
Honigsfeld, 2008). There have been other parallels in the manner learning disabled and
ELL issues have been perceived, litigated, legislated, and funded. Initially both groups of
students were completely segregated from the mainstream or regular education
populations (Wang & Reynolds, 1997). Eventually policies evolved to focus more on
inclusion and the mainstreaming of the ELL and special education populations on a parttime basis. Beginning in the 1990s, the goal seemed to be shifting to full inclusion (Wang
& Reynolds, 1997).
Some of the arguments posed by the fiercest critics of pull-out programs for
learning disabled students mirrored the critiques offered by the opponents of the pull-out
model for ELL students. Criticisms included the disruption of classroom instruction
(Stainback & Stainback, 1992), segregation and stigmatization of students who are pulled
out, failure to increase academic learning time (Haynes & Jenkins, 1986), and greater
financial expense associated with the model over the other alternatives (Affleck, Madge,
Adams, & Lowenbraun, 1988).
There were also a significant number of studies focused specifically on the selfefficacy of LD students and ability grouping. Effective programs for ELLs have been
consistent with research on models of instruction for mainstreamed students. The
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strategies and best practices used with ELLs also have been effectively used with LD
children (Cohan & Honigsfeld, 2008). Aligned with the socio-cognitive and sociocultural theories, research indicated that LD and ELL students were more academically
successful when they attended schools that provided learning environments that integrate
rather than segregate students (Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, 2006). Historically,
both subgroups of students have been treated as remedial learners, grouped separately
from their peers within the classroom, and as a result have been labeled as academic
failures (Kennedy & Canney, 2001). In a study investigating the leadership
characteristics of social justice principals, Theoharis (2010) found that students with
disabilities and ELL students were consistently removed from the general education
classes to receive a fragmented curriculum thereby maintaining the marginalization of
these student subgroups. “Students who feel that they belong have more positive attitudes
about school, academic engagement and will invest more of themselves in the learning
process” (Osterman, 2000, p. 343).
Another relevant study focused on ability grouping and the impact of the pull-out
model on the social and emotional development of LD students. Jenkins and Heinen
(1989) interviewed 686 special education and remedial students in Washington State.
These students were receiving AIS services. Jenkins and Heinen also interviewed general
education students in grades 2 through 5 that used the pull-out, push-in, or integrated
model for instructional delivery. They investigated the stigmatization associated with
different strategies by interviewing students about their preferences in the instructional
models. The results showed students’ preferences were affected by the current model of
instructional delivery, the quality of the learning environment, and peer judgments.
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Results further suggested that the majority of the students were inclined toward a total
mainstreaming model. Most students preferred to seek extra help from their general
education teachers rather than the specialist because of the teacher’s familiarity with the
classroom curriculum. However, those students who preferred the pull-out model found
indicated being pulled-out was less embarrassing than receiving help within the general
education classroom.
A smaller study examined the preferences of 32 students with and without
learning disabilities who had participated in both the inclusion and the pull-out models
(Klingner, Vaughn, Schumm, Cohen, & Forgan, 1998). The students were asked
questions to assess their perceptions of which model was most conducive to academic
learning and social interactions. They were also asked to provide the reasons for their
beliefs. Results indicated that although the responses varied, the majority of the students
preferred the pull-out model. The students believed, however, that the inclusion model
was best able to meet their academic and social needs.
A meta-analysis of eight studies (Vaughn & Klingner, 1998) examined the
perceptions of students with learning disabilities of their educational settings. The
examined studies included interviews and surveys of 442 students. The results indicated
that the students preferred the pull-out program for part of the school day because they
found the work to be easier, more fun, and that they were able to get the assistance
necessary for completing their work. The research found, however, that the inclusion
model was better for making friends. None of the studies, however, examined whether
there was a significant correlation between student preferences and self-efficacy.
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The explanations of the students in the cited studies suggested that there may be
an inverse relationship between preference for and academic value of the pull-out model.
In an exhaustive study of special education students (Madden & Slavin, 1983), only those
students with disabilities closest to the achievement level of the general education
classroom academically and socially benefited from inclusion programs.
The needs of ELLs are varied even though they are often educated as a
homogeneous group. The instructional needs of newcomers or beginner ELL students are
different from those of intermediate or advanced students. Research supported the use of
length of time students have been instructed in the country as well as their level of
English proficiency as valid criteria for decisions regarding selecting the appropriate
accommodations for ELL students needed to assist them on state assessments (Abedi,
Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004).
Teacher self-efficacy beliefs. The impact of the separatist models of ESL
instructional delivery affected the self-efficacy perceptions of teachers as well as
students. The construct of teacher self-efficacy was derived from Bandura’s (1986, 1997)
theories of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy has been found to be one of the few teacher
characteristics related to student achievement (Woolfolk-Hoy & Spero, 2005). Studies
suggested that ESL teachers and their students were equally impacted by the
marginalization of segregationist models (McClure & Cahnmann-Taylor, 2010). The
academic performance of students is influenced by the adults who teach them, and
teachers contribute to students’ cultural identity (Noguera, 2003).
Over the past 20 years, research on self-efficacy has expanded to include
teachers’ beliefs in their own instructional self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-
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Hoy, & Hoy, 1998) and teachers’ beliefs about the collective efficacy of the school
(Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000). A qualitative study by Rodriguez et al. (2009)
was conducted in which 24 teachers at a rural elementary school in eastern North
Carolina were interviewed regarding their perceptions of their preparedness to teach
ELLs in mainstream classrooms. Findings revealed that teacher-training programs have
not prepared teachers for the student population they faced. Teachers’ efficacy beliefs
were related to school contextual factors such as school climate, lack of impediments to
effective instruction, and teacher empowerment (Moore & Esselman, 1992). Research
found teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions to be significant predictors of productive
teaching practices (Allinder, 1994) that are humanistic (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) and
student centered (Czerniak & Schriver, 1994). Several studies found positive links
between teachers’ sense of efficacy and student achievement (Anderson, Greene, &
Lowen, 1988; Ross, 1992). Karp’s (2010) study based on the survey responses of 198
middle school students suggested a relationship between a teacher’s affect and positive
student self-efficacy.
Collective efficacy perceptions of groups. The impact of the separatist models
of ESL instructional delivery not only affect an individual student’s self-efficacy
perceptions and individual academic outcomes, but the collective self-efficacy beliefs of
groups can impact the academic outcomes of schools. Several studies found a significant
correlation between student achievement and perceived collective efficacy (Bandura,
1993; Goddard, 2001). In fact, Bandura (1989) found this correlation to have a greater
impact on student achievement than socio-economic status (SES) and student
achievement. Students belonging to stigmatized groups may hinder their development of
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a clear self-concept that is a “stable and accurate perception of one’s strengths and
weaknesses” (Major et al., 2002, p. 251).
Collective efficacy has been associated with level of effort, persistence, shared
thoughts, stress levels, tasks, and the achievement of groups (Goddard, Hoy & WoolfolkHoy, 2004). Little & Madigan (1997) found perceived collective efficacy to be a
significant positive predictor of work group effectiveness and a mediating factor on group
performance. Similarly, Goddard (2001) found collective beliefs to have stronger effects
on student achievement than SES or race. Bandura (1997) described collective selfefficacy as “an emergent group-level attribute rather than simply the sum of members’
perceived personal efficacies” (p. 478).
Summary and Conclusion
Accountability as measured by student achievement data has been a major
concern for school districts. Federal dollars and other sources of school funding have
been directly contingent upon school districts’ ability to move all student populations
toward academic proficiency. As a condition of receiving governmental funding, districts
have been mandated to develop a Contract for Excellence (CR4e) committing schools to
demonstrate that funds are being allocated to produce optimal measurable student
outcomes while adhering to administrative provisions such as the supplement-not
supplant requirement. These plans must include subgroups such as students with
disabilities and students with limited English proficiency (Guidelines, 1990). School
districts must not only look at issues impacting curricula, but must also examine the
manner by which curricula has been delivered in order to impact academic achievement.
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The correlation between self-efficacy and student achievement has already been firmly
established by a wealth of research.
In this chapter, various models of instructional ESL support services were
presented as well as research findings on the negatives and positives of the models in
terms of cultural responsiveness and potential impact on the self-efficacy beliefs of ELLs.
Research suggested that self-efficacy beliefs have a major connection to academic
success in school (Wood & Locke, 1987). The dissertation research tested the hypothesis
that there is a negative correlation between the amount of time ELL students are
separated from the mainstream population of students in separationist models of
instructional delivery and the self-efficacy beliefs of English language learners to succeed
in school.
Based on the research literature presented, it is proposed that self-efficacy beliefs
can be transformed into self-doubt through socio-comparative practices such as ability
grouping and academic comparisons to peers (Pajares, 2006). It was also found that selfefficacy is understood as being connected to a group’s shared beliefs in its capacity to
reach its common goals and accomplish task objectives. Accordingly, a teacher or
school’s collective efficacy can either challenge or improve students’ self-efficacy beliefs
(Pajares, 2006) and thereby impact student achievement.
A realistic analysis of the challenges confronting school leaders showed that
multiple, mutually exclusive mandates and provisions, a shortage of qualified ESL
teachers, changing demographics, fiscal limitations and other logistical barriers has meant
that some school districts may still require the implementation of pull-out models of
instructional delivery for ELL students. However, if findings from the dissertation study
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suggested a negative correlation between the amount of time students are segregated from
the mainstream and their self-efficacy to succeed in school, then educators must reexamine the manner by which instructional support mandates are delivered to ELL
students in order to mitigate the psychological and resulting academic damages
associated with these models.
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Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology
The equitable education of a burgeoning population of children classified as
English Language Learners (ELL) and increased accountability for their academic
progress has presented a critical challenge for educational leaders across New York State
(NYS). As a whole, the ELL subgroups of students at each testing grade level have failed
to meet the minimum academic proficiency benchmarks as measured by the older, less
rigorous NYS learning standards (NYS School Accountability and Overview Report,
2011). Even more alarming is that in 2011 the graduation rate for ELL students in NYS
was a mere 52% (NYS School Accountability & Overview Report, 2012).
Bandura’s (1986) landmark research, along with a wealth of other scholarly
studies, provided evidence of a correlation between academic achievement and selfefficacy. A negative by-product of the increase in diverse populations and high stakes
accountability has been an increase of pull-out or separation models of instructional
support (Frattura & Topinka, 2006). At-risk students have been separated or pulled away
from the mainstream population for the purpose of delivering mandated academic support
services. The various models of instructional support services have been debated for
decades with as many proponents as opponents for each methodology (Krashen, 1999). In
recent years, school districts have begun a paradigm shift to a more inclusive model of
instructional delivery to comply with the plethora of state mandates for at-risk students.
However, contrary to the intent of fostering equity in education, the competing mandates
resulted in educational leaders’ adoption of service delivery policies that accentuate
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segregation and privilege (Sunderman & Kim, 2004). Accordingly, there has been a push
to decrease the number of pull-outs in favor of the collaborative or co-teaching model of
instruction. The pull-out model, however, has remained one of the most frequently used
approaches throughout the United States (Cornell, 1995; York-Barr et al., 2007).
General Perspective
The dissertation study examined the impact of segregation models of ESL
instructional support on the self-efficacy perceptions of ELL students. At a proposed
significance level of p < .05, the research hypotheses were as follows:
Ha1: There is a significant negative correlation between the amount of time
participating Latino ELL students are segregated from the mainstream population
of students for the purposes of delivering instructional support services, and their
self-efficacy perceptions to succeed in school.
Ha2: There is a significant negative correlation between the number of different
support services participating Latino ELL students receive and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school.
Specifically, the following research questions were used to drive the study:
1. How many minutes per week is each participating Latino ELL student
segregated from the mainstream population of students for the purposes of
instructional support services.
2. What is the self-efficacy level for each participating Latino ELL student as
measured by the Morgan-Jinks cale of Self-Efficacy (MJSES)?
3. Is there a significant negative correlation between the amount of time Latino
ELL students are segregated from the mainstream population of students for
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the purposes of receiving instructional support services and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school?
4. How many different support interventions does each of the participating
Latino ELL students receive in addition to ESL services?
5. Is there a significant negative correlation between the number of different
support interventions Latino ELL students receive and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school?
The study was conducted using a quantitative research design as it is the best
approach to use when testing a theory or explanation (Creswell, 2009). Furthermore,
quantitative research offered simplicity in data summarization and analysis with easily
quantifiable results (Atieno, 2009). There were three main variables in the quantitative
study—the amount of time ELL students spend in segregationist models of instructional
delivery, the number of support interventions an ELL student receives, and self-efficacy
perceptions of ELL students. Based on Robert’s (2010) line of logic, the hypothesis was
that there is a significant negative correlation between the amounts of time ELL students
are separated from the general education population, either through the pull-out or defacto pull-out models, and their self-efficacy to succeed in school. It was further
hypothesized that there is a significant negative correlation between the number of
different interventions ELL student receive and their self-efficacy to succeed in school.
The research was informed by the contention that the instructional model would
significantly impact the self-efficacy beliefs of students who are separated from the
mainstream for multiple academic interventions throughout the school day. This
contentions was important because children with high academic self-efficacy will more
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likely demonstrate greater success in school (Fulton-Scott & Calvin, 1983; Jinks &
Morgan, 1999). Conversely, low self-efficacy may lead to lower achievement (Schunk,
1995).
Research Context
The quantitative study was conducted in grades 3 through 4 within four
elementary schools in a south shore school district on Long Island, New York. Based on
demographic data for the district, of the 6,441 students, 41% were Latino, 54% African
American, 3% Caucasian, and 2% of other ethnicities (NYS District Report Card, 20112012). The data also indicated approximately 40% of the Latino students were classified
as economically disadvantaged based on their eligibility to receive free or reduced lunch.
According to the School Nutrition Dietary Assessment study (Burghardt, Devancy, &
Gordon, 1995) conducted by the United States Department of Agriculture, between 16%
and 25% of the income-eligible children were not certified for free meals, which means
the actual percentage of economically disadvantaged students may have been as high as
57% to 66%. In addition, a large number of the parents of ELL students did not apply for
reduced status for fear of repercussions of not having adequate, legal documentation.
Furthermore, the number of homeless students within the district increased from 11 in
2004 to 198 in 2010. According to Realty Trac (2010), 1 in 906 homes in the district
faced foreclosure in 2010, representing more than double the percentage of homes lost in
NYS and more than 30% higher than the percentage of homes lost to foreclosure in
Nassau County during the same period.
Based on the demographic data, the school district was classified as high needs in
relation to the district’s resource capacity (NYS Report Card, 2011). Additionally, the
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district had experienced an influx of students whose native language was not English and
who had with little to no formal schooling prior to arriving in the United States. More
than one third of the residents were foreign born, which was triple the national average.
The district’s academic achievement for ELLs as measured by the NYS English language
Arts (ELA) assessment was far below the non-ELL population of students in grades 3 to
5. Specifically, only 32%, 25%, and 8% respectively, scored at a level of proficiency in
2012.
In the 2011/2012 school year, the school district was classified as at-risk because
of the small margin by which the ELL population met NYS proficiency benchmarks for
this subgroup of students. Accordingly, ELL students were state mandated to receive
academic and linguistic support to help reach their educational goals. Specifically, they
were entitled to receive English as a Second Language (ESL) instructional support from
180 to 360 minutes per week, and based on NYS assessment scores, may have further
qualified for academic intervention services (AIS) in math and reading. If an ELL student
was classified under the special education umbrella, then additional support services also
were provided within the school day. Hence, ELLs represented a subgroup of at-risk
students qualifying for a significant number of mandated interventions throughout the
school day.
All support services were delivered either in a separate location outside of the
general education classroom, separately grouped in a peripheral area within the general
education classroom, or delivered within the classroom as part of a collaborative teaching
model. By design, students placed in bilingual classrooms, however, were not separated
for the purposes of receiving language support services. Each of the four schools included
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in the study used different combinations of methods based on the distribution of ELLs
across grade levels. With the exception of time requirements specified in CR 154
(Guidelines, 1990), there was no state document dictating the specific manner by which
ELL instructional services were to be delivered. The regulations do not address pedagogy
and practice and do not offer guidelines nor provide minimal standards for bilingual
programs and models of ESL instruction (Menken, 2008).
Research Participants
A purposive sample was selected based on specific criteria. Approximately 237 or
14% of total student population were classified as ELL in grades 3 through 5 (N = 237).
This intermediate population of students was targeted because research indicated that
students’ self-efficacy beliefs decrease as they get older (Eccles, Wigfield, &
Blumenfeld, 1993). Furthermore, Pajares and Valiante (1999) found that students’
academic self-efficacy decreases between grades 6 through 8. Although district data
indicated a graduation rate of approximately 30% among high school ELL students, the
younger population was targeted based on the value of early intervention as the key to
preventing school failure (Bowman-Perrott, Herrera, & Murry, 2010). Limitations may
exist, however, in the accuracy of measuring self-efficacy of young children. Eder (1990)
found that even if children have a sense of self at a young age, they would not be able to
express it so that researchers could record it.
Latino ELL students in grades 3 through 5 who had been in the country for at
least six months were included in the study. A student was classified as an ELL if upon
entry into the school system, a parent indicated a language other than English was spoken
in the home and if the student failed to pass the norm referenced English proficiency
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exam known as the LAB-R. In addition, students must have scored at the intermediate or
advanced levels on the 2012 New York State English as a Second Language Assessment
(NYSESLAT). Although classified as ELL, students with interrupted formal education
(SIFE) were excluded from the study.
Informed consent (Appendix A) was sought from the parents of 237 English
language learners in four of the five district elementary schools in grades 3 through 5.
Students were offered incentives for returning the surveys including goodie bags or a
pizza party. Participation was voluntary and parents were offered the opportunity to
examine the instrument. Only one parent requested a copy of the survey prior to granting
permission. Six parents opted out, and 30 permission slips were never returned. Because
of the strong liaisons established by the researcher within each of the four elementary
schools, 172 of the 237 or 73% of the ELL parents returned the informed consent
affirming permission to proceed with survey administration.
Although the research focused solely on Latino ELLs who have been in the
United States for at least 6 months, the survey was universally administered to all ELL
students in grades 3 through 5 whose parents signed and returned the informed consents.
The rationale was based on the premise of the dissertation hypothesis; including all
students mitigated the possibility of feelings of alienation and exclusion and also allowed
all students the chance to earn the incentive. Accordingly, the 23 surveys from ELL
students who had been in the United States for fewer than 6 months, and surveys
completed by Haitian Creole students were discarded and not include in the sample.
Another 6 surveys were deemed invalid and discarded. The total students surveyed and
included in the research sample totaled 172 participants. As per Institutional Review
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Board (IRB) recommendations, students in the researcher’s home school were not
included in the sample to minimize the possibility of bias. Instead, 25 of those students
were used in the pilot for the survey.
Each of the four schools implemented different models or combination of models
for the delivery of instructional support services including push-in, pull-out, de-facto
pull-out, and the co-teaching model. The majority of the ESL support services were
delivered using the pull-out model in all four elementary schools for grades 3 through 5.
CR 154 (Guidelines, 1990) mandated a minimum of 360 minutes for ELLs scoring at the
beginner or intermediate levels and 180 minutes for students scoring at the advanced
level on the NYSESLAT assessment. In one school, students who passed the
NYSESLAT continued to receive at least 180 minutes of ESL instruction.
Of the 172 student respondents in the four elementary schools, 18%, 8.7%,
43.6%, and 29.7% were enrolled in schools A, B, C and D respectively with the fewest
respondents in the school with the lowest total population of students (Table 3.1). Fiftyone of the 172 survey respondents received instructional support in the bilingual model
while the remaining 121 students received ESL instructional support services. In schools
A and B, all ELL students received ESL support in the form of the pull-out model. The
majority of the students or 67% of the ELL students in school C who participated in the
survey received ESL pull-out support services. School D was the only elementary school
in which an equal number of ELL students participated in both the ESL pull-out and
bilingual models.
New York State regulations did not specify the minimum number of minutes nor
specifics as to the manner by which AIS math and ELA supports were to be delivered.
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One elementary school provided additional “Tier 3” intervention services to those
students who were in need of additional academic support. As per the NYS mandates,
ELLs who were also classified as special education students received resource room and
speech services as pull-outs in separate locations.
Table 3.1
Distribution of ELL Students by School and Model of Instructional Delivery
ESL Model

Bilingual Model

School

N

%

A

31

25.6

0

0

31

18.0

B

15

12.4

0

0

15

8.7

C

50

41.3

25

49.0

75

43.6

D

25

20.7

26

51.0

51

29.7

121 100.00

51

100.00

Total

N

%

Totals
N

%

172 100.00

Note. N= number of students. % = percentage of students.

As shown in Table 3.2, the number of male versus female respondents was almost
balanced with 53% male and 47% female. There were significantly more males in the
bilingual setting than females.
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Table 3.2
Gender Distribution by Instructional Model
ESL Model

Bilingual Model

Gender

N

%

Male

61

50.4

30

58.8

91

52.9

Female

60

49.6

21

41.2

81

47.1

121 100.0

51

100.0

Total

N

%

Totals
N

%

172 100.0

Note. N= number of students. % = percentage of students.

Students in grades 3 through 5 participated in the survey with the greatest number
of respondents in the third grade, as shown in Table 3.3. The largest percentage of
students receiving ESL support services was in the fifth grade representing 40.5% of the
total student sample. Approximately 66% of all student respondents were either 9 or 10years-old with fewer than 15 students over the age of 11.
Table 3.3
Distribution of Instructional Models by Grade in 4 Elementary Schools
ESL Model

Bilingual Model

Grade

N

%

3

38

31.4

26

51.0

64

37.2

4

34

28.1

25

49.0

59

34.3

5

49

40.5

0

0

49

28.5

121 100.0

51

100.0

Total

N

%

Totals
N

%

172 100.0

Note. N= number of students. % = percentage of students.
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Eleven countries of origin were represented (Table 3.4) with the largest
percentage or approximately 55% of student’s families emigrating from El Salvador, 14%
from Honduras, and 15% from the Dominican Republic. The other 16% of students’
families emigrated from Columbia, Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, and
Venezuela. The years the respondents have lived in the United States ranged from one
year to nine years
Table 3.4
Native Countries Represented in Sample Population
ESL Model
Country

Total

Columbia

2

D.R.

23

Ecuador

4

Salvador

94

N
1

Bilingual Model Total %

%

N

%

.8

1

2.0

1.2

19 14.9

4

7.8

12.8

2.5

1

2.0

2.3

67 55.3

27

53.0

53.5

1.7

3

5.9

2.9

17 14.0

8

15.7

14.4

3

Guatemala

5

Honduras

25

Mexico

10

4

3.3

6

11.8

5.8

Paraguay

1

1

.8

0

0

.6

Peru

3

2

1.7

1

2.0

1.7

USA

4

3

2.5

1

2.0

2.3

Venezuela

1

1

.8

0

0

.6

172 121

100

51

100.0

100.0

Total

2

Note. N= number of students. % = percentage of students.
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The NYSESLAT levels of the 121 ESL and 51 bilingual respondents were crosstabulated (Table 3.5). NYSESLAT levels ranged from beginner to advanced and included
two students who scored as proficient. These two students, known as formers, continued
to receive ESL instructional services. Specifically, 15.1%, 21.5%, 62.2% and 1.2% were
beginner, intermediate, advanced and formers respectively. An unanticipated outcome
was the percentage of advanced ELL students placed in bilingual classrooms.
Approximately 57% of bilingual students scored at the advanced level on the 2012
NYSESLAT.
Table 3.5
Distribution of ELL Students in ESL and Bilingual Classes by NYSESLAT Levels
ESL

Bilingual

Totals

NYSESLAT Level

N

%

N

%

Beginner

13

10.8

13

25.5

26

15.1

Intermediate

28

23.2

9

17.6

37

21.5

Advanced

78

64.5

29

56.9

107

62.2

2

1.6

0

0

2

1.2

*Former
Total

121 100.0

N

51 100.0

%

172 100.0

Note. In one of the elementary schools, a small percentage of former ELL students
continued to receive ESL services. N= number of students. % = percentage of students.

Instruments Used in Data Collection
The importance of identifying a reliable, valid instrument was pivotal to the
success of the study. There were an abundance of instruments that measured self-
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efficacy; however, it was first necessary to define the domain within which self-efficacy
was to be measured. Domain-specific instruments are more explanatory and predictive
measures than omnibus measures (Bandura, 1986). Bandura developed a
multidimensional scale for measuring perceived self-efficacy. The scale consisted of 28
items that measure perceived self-efficacy related to the domains of self-regulation,
academic achievement, learning, social relations, and extracurricular activities. Bandura
pioneered work in the creation of self-efficacy scales based on socio-cognitive theory.
Bandura’s (1989) Children’s Multidimensional Scales of Perceived Self-Efficacy
(MSPSE) is composed of nine subscales including self-efficacy for self-regulated
learning (SRL), enlisting social resources (ESR), self-efficacy for academic achievement
(AAE), self-efficacy for leisure time skills and extra-curricular activities (LEI), selfefficacy to meet other’s expectations (EXP), social self-efficacy (SOC), self-assertive
efficacy (SAE), self-efficacy for enlisting parental and community support (EPS), and
self-regulatory efficacy (SRE). Many researchers have used only one or two of the
subscales as they relate to the research topics (Williams, 1996; Zimmerman, Bandura &
Martinez-Pons, 1992). Bandura’s model, however, has remained unpublished with little
psychometric data available to determine how the instrument was constructed in terms of
reliability and construct validity (Williams & Coombs, 1996).
Some researchers have used parts of Bandura’s MSPSE in conjunction with
other self-efficacy instruments (Fertman, Primack, 2009; Rodriguez et al., 2009). Sherer
and Maddux (1982) deviated from Bandura by suggesting that there is a construct known
as generalized self-efficacy, which describes one’s global confidence across a wide range
of situations. Morgan and Jinks (1999) created the Morgan-Jinks Student Efficacy Scale
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(MJSES) that measures children’s generalized self-efficacy beliefs and how those beliefs
impact academic success. Other notable instruments to measure self-efficacy included
The Children’s School Attitudes Schedule (Banks, 1970), Self-Efficacy Scale (Sherer &
Maddux, 1982), and Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale (1973).
Mikulecky (1996) combined 119 questions from multiple existing self-efficacy
surveys to create a modified instrument to measure the self-efficacy of adults and ESL
learners. The instrument was piloted and amended and was found to have high reliability
and face validity. In several studies in which Likert scales were used with young children,
results were directly affected by the children’s cognitive or language ability (Davis-Kean
& Sandler, 2001). One set of findings suggested that children under 4-years-old with low
SES had trouble comprehending the Likert-type quantities required for reliably answering
questions in self-report measures (Fantuzzo, McDermott, Manz, Hampton, & Burdick,
1996). Davis-Kean and Sandler (2001) found young children’s responses on Likert scales
to be directly affected by cognitive and language ability. In addition, several studies
found that young children have difficulty comprehending Likert-type questions, and
because of the abstractness of the construct, their responses were found to be unreliable
in responding to questions pertaining to self-esteem or self-efficacy (Fantuzzo et al.,
1996). This may explain why the data showed that 100% of kindergarteners, 93% of first
graders, and 100% of second graders expressed positive feelings about being in school,
and 92%, 100% and 92% of kindergarteners, first and second graders respectively,
considered themselves good students. Fifth graders, however, indicated a greater variance
and had the lowest percentage of positive feelings at only 69%. The researchers were also
surprised by the findings and attributed the lack of significant difference to the younger
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students’ inability to articulate the significant issues they faced as ELL students
(Rodriguez et al., 2009). Another unanticipated outcome of the study was that monolingual students had lower self-esteem than the ELL students on all grade levels.
Other studies have found that using pictures or asking children simple and direct
questions have been the best ways to obtain reliable data (Davis-Kean & Sandler, 1995,
2001). Although several studies have examined students’ perceptions of their selfefficacy, few were identified that focused exclusively on younger students (Gorrell &
Capron, 1990). Instead, self-efficacy was measured based on specific task performance
(Bandura & Schunk, 1981).
The Morgan-Jinks Self-Efficacy Scale (MJSES). The MJSES (1999) was the
quantitative instrument used to measure the generalized self-efficacy beliefs of study
participants (Appendix B). THE MJSES has a Fry readability level of early third grade,
which is appropriately suited for intermediate and advanced ELLs. In order to
accommodate the cognitive and linguistic limitations of the participants, questions were
read aloud in English and Spanish as needed. Permission was sought and obtained from
Morgan to utilize the MJSES, a Likert style questionnaire. Validity and reliability of the
instrument were originally verified using the DeVellis (1991) handbook of scale
development.
When originally developed by Morgan and Jinks (1999), the MJSES consisted of
53 items divided into four subscales or domains: (a) talent, (b) task difficulty, (c) context,
and (d) effort. For example, talent items assessed self-efficacy in terms of what students
perceive as their strengths and capabilities. Effort items focused on the students’
perceptions of the relationship between success at school and hard work.
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Morgan and Jinks (1999) used three separate panels of professionals and students
to verify the questionnaire for content validity. The panelists categorized each item into
one of the four subscales and rated their confidence on a scale of 1 to 5. Ambiguous items
and those with low confidence ratings were rewritten or eliminated. The survey was field
tested on 900 students within three schools representing varying demographic settings,
ethnicities, ages, grades, and levels of SES. The first setting was a midwestern K-8 school
consisting primarily of African American children. Within the school, 100% qualified for
free or reduced lunch. The second site was a middle school in which 88% of the students
were Caucasian, and the remaining 12% included Latino, African American, Asian, and
Native American students. Of those students, 17% qualified for free or reduced lunch.
The final school included in the field test site was a middle school located in a rural
community whose population consisted primarily of Caucasian students with only 12%
qualifying for free or reduced lunch. Based on a factor analysis, only three of the four
subscales emerged: (a) talent, (b) context, and (c) effort. An item analysis was also
conducted, and all items with a correlation of less than 30% were eliminated. The final
survey consisted of a 34-item scale with a reliability coefficient of .82. The alphas for
each subscale were equal to .78 for talent, .70 for context, and .66 for effort.
The instrument’s internal reliability was further verified by Morgan and Jinks
(1999) using Cronbach’s Alpha, which measured the inter-correlation of the items and
estimated the proportion of the variance in all of the items that was accounted for by a
common factor. Stated simply, it provided a sense of how well the items in the
questionnaire tended to measure the same construct. It was calculated as the average
correlation of each item with each of the other items. An alpha co-efficient equal to .8
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was obtained suggesting a moderate to high internal consistency. In this context, the
alpha was also a measure of validity as a high correlation revealed a single factor
underlying the scale.
For consistency with children’s language (Morgan & Jinks, 1999), the MJSES
was designed using a four point interval scale consisting of “really agree,” “kind of
agree,” “kind of disagree,” and “really disagree.” The students on the panel demonstrated
comfort and ease in differentiating between each interval. Unlike the 5, 6, or 7-point
Likert scales, the 4-point was used to produce an ipsative or forced choice measure;
neutral or indifferent was not an option (Alwin, & Krosnick, 1991). This guaranteed a
greater number of meaningful responses. On the other hand, research also has pointed to
a positive correlation between the number of intervals on a Likert scale and reliability up
to 11 intervals (Alwin & Krosnick, 1991). In another study, however, a Likert scale
instrument was rescaled and repeatedly tested using 7, 5 and 10-point interval scales
(Dawes, 2008). The analysis produced almost identical results in terms of mean scores
and variation about the mean thereby strengthening the rationale of using a 4-point scale.
Modifications to the MJSES. There were a few areas in which the MJSES
instrument was modified for the purpose of the dissertation study. The original survey
contained a section in which students self-report on their current grades in core subject
areas. Morgan and Jinks (1999) cited difficulties in accessing this data on their sample
population as their reason for its inclusion within the questionnaire. The instrument also
was modified to provide more clarity between the differences on the Likert scale. This
was the result of an analysis of the pilot study in which the 4-point Likert scale was
administered to students in grades 3 through 5 in another elementary school within the

70

district. After conferring with a team of ESL specialists, it was decided that in addition to
providing the words “really agree,” “kind of agree,” “kind of disagree,” and “really
disagree” there needed to be a visual to enhance the ELL students understanding of the
nuances in meaning between each category. The survey was then modified to include
exaggerated facial expressions (Appendix C); however, the team of ESL experts felt that
students would predominantly select the extremely happy face as it was suggestive of
approval. The final version simply included the words “yes” and “no” in different sizes
and fonts (Appendix D).
The ESL specialists discussed the benefits of reading the survey aloud for all
students or allowing them to independently respond. It was decided that all fifth grade
Latino ELL students, with the exception of those in bilingual classes, would take the
survey independently. Students in bilingual classrooms were also provided with
translation by an ELL teacher because beginner students had difficulty understanding the
questions. Results from the pilot conducted at the researcher’s home school indicated that
the ELL students were best able to differentiate between the four points on the scale and
understood the questions when the survey was read aloud.
Cronbach Alpha was calculated to assess the internal consistency as it is used with
instruments made up of items that can be scored with three or more possible values such
as the MJSES. The last four questions from the survey were eliminated since those
questions required students to provide data on the most recent grades received in
academic content areas. Since the dissertation research did not focus on academic
achievement nor a correlation between self-efficacy and academic achievement, the
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questions were deemed unnecessary. The results of the Cronbach alpha showed moderate
reliability of .802 for the 30-item survey.
In order to accurately calculate raw scores for self-efficacy, clarification was
obtained from Morgan as to which questionnaire items were reverse coded. As currently
written, all questions were assigned the same ascending order value from one to four,
however questions 4, 5, 15, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 28 in the questionnaire were reverse
coded.
Procedures for Data Collection and Analysis
Prior to administering the surveys, administrators and ESL teacher liaisons were
recruited from each of four participating elementary schools to coordinate the logistics of
survey administration. Each liaison was provided with a token gift card as an incentive.
The researcher met with each team to explain the purpose of the study and to provide
explicit written instructions and a script for administering the instrument (Appendix E).
The survey was administered by the ESL and bilingual teachers and read aloud in both,
English and Spanish as was needed. Teachers completed a chart on the back of each
survey indicating the additional support services each child received including AIS
reading, AIS math, Resource Room, ESL, Occupational/Physical therapy, speech, and
Tier 3 interventions. Also included on the chart was the frequency and number of minutes
each student received the intervention services. Once surveys were collected and returned
to the researcher, the student names were cross-referenced with the districts’
PowerSchool database to determine the names of intervention teachers assigned to their
classrooms and the number of minutes for each intervention.
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The researcher identified the manner of instructional delivery for implementing
support services in each school. For example, in two of the four schools, all ESL services
were delivered using the traditional pull-out model except in the bilingual classrooms.
There were also schools in which some AIS teachers both pushed-in and pulled-out to
deliver intervention services. Teachers falling within this category were interviewed
twice to determine whether students were still separated within the classroom during the
push-in, and if so, the teachers were asked to estimate the number of minutes per week
they spent co-teaching versus working with a targeted group separate and apart from the
other students in the classroom. Interviews with teachers in each building revealed that
pushing-in did not necessarily mean that a co-teaching or collaborative model was in
place. In fact, in most instances, students were served apart from the other students. In
most cases instruction occurred at the rear or periphery of the classroom. The term defacto pull-out was created to differentiate this kind of a push-in from the collaborative or
co-teaching model. In terms of the other intervention services such as Resource Room,
Speech and OT/PT, state mandates required that they be delivered as pull-out services.
Time students were separated or segregated from the other students in their
classes for the purposes of delivering instructional support services was expressed in
units of minutes. Survey results and other extant data were coded and recorded in an
EXCEL spreadsheet and transferred directly into SPSS to calculate descriptive statistical
information and bivariate analysis.
As each student’s service delivery profile was completed, their names were
removed from the surveys and replaced by a number for confidentiality for the remainder
of the data analysis. To further guard the confidentiality of the data collected, the
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researcher maintained sole access to surveys. The surveys will be secured for three years
following the completion of the research, and the individual names of students will not
appear in any published reports.
Although the bilingual model has been a distinct model of instructional delivery
comprised mostly of beginner and intermediate English language learners, students are
none-the-less separated from the general population of students for the entire day. It is for
this reason that the bilingual students were administered the instrument and included in
the study. For comparative purposes, however, researcher used a binary coding system to
differentiate between bilingual students (0) and ESL students (1). ANOVA was used to
compare the difference between the means of the bilingual and ESL models. Both,
parametric and nonparametric bi-variate correlational analysis were used to examine the
relationship between self-efficacy and the number of minutes separated from the general
population by including students in bilingual classrooms as well as excluding them from
the sample population to identify any differences between the two different models.
The researcher received permission (Appendix F) to examine extant data
including gender, nationality, SES, grade, school, teacher, academic intervention
services, and the most current NYSESLAT scores from the research sites. Additional
extant academic data was accessed using the NYS public database (NYSTART) and the
Nassau County Data Warehouse. Quantitatively, survey results were coded and recorded
in an EXCEL spreadsheet. Data was transferred directly into SPSS to calculate
descriptive and correlational statistics. Descriptive statistics were presented in frequency
tables noting the number of subjects who fall into different demographic categories.
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Correlation coefficients measure the relationships between variables. Spearman
rho, a nonparametric measure, was used to measure correlation because the dependent
variable was ordinal (Likert scale measuring self-efficacy), and the independent variable
was on a ratio scale (time students spend segregated from mainstream). If the dependent
variable(Y) tends to increase when the independent variable increases, the Spearman
coefficient is positive. If Y tends to decrease when X increases, then the correlation is
negative. A value of one (1) denotes a perfect correlation.
Spearman rho was calculated to determine whether there existed a correlation
between the number of minutes students were segregated from the mainstream and their
self-efficacy beliefs to succeed in school. Coefficients can range from 1.00 for perfect
positive linear correlation through 0 for non-linear correlation, and -1.00 for a perfect
negative linear correlation. Research supported the use of Spearman's coefficient when
both dependent and independent variables are ordinal. Spearman’s coefficient can also be
used when one variable is ordinal and the other is continuous by converting the
independent variable’s raw data to rank order (Corder & Foreman, 2009). Research
further asserted that Spearman's correlation can be used when both variables are
continuous.
Because of its robust nature, the Pearson product moment correlation coefficient
(Pearson r) was also applicable. The Pearson r is frequently used to measure the strength
of a correlation between the raw numbers rather than between their ranks (Huck, 2012).
Values also range on a scale from 1 to -1. A score of -.9 would suggest a strong negative
correlation between the two variables. A coefficient of determination was utilized to get a
better feel for the strength of the relationship between the two variables. For greater ease
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in interpreting this measure, the correlation co-efficient ® was squared and multiplied by
100 to convert the quantity into a percentage (Huck, 2012). This percentage indicated the
amount of variance in one variable that was accounted for by the other variable or the
amount of the “shared variance” (Huck, 2012). The researcher calculated both the Pearson r
and Spearman’s rho coefficients and compared the findings.

Summary of Methodology
Chapter 3 presented the rationale for the selection of a quantitative research
design and a description of the process by which the study was conducted. A broad
overview of the proposed data analysis methodology was also introduced.
Individual briefing meetings were conducted to explain the purpose of the
research and to obtain a commitment to administer the MJSES with fidelity. Each school
liaison was presented with two gift cards to educational stores. The MJSES survey was
piloted during the first week of April and administered during the last two weeks of April
and first two weeks of May. The logistical coordination and confirmation of data
collected was more challenging than anticipated. Since additional information was
needed to complete the student profile, the collection of data in the four elementary
schools took the entire month of May. Preparation for the NYS ELA and Math
assessments took precedence in each of the four schools contributing to the delay and
difficulty in coordinating meetings with building liaisons and teachers. The results of the
data analysis are discussed in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Results
An abundance of research suggested a positive correlation between self-efficacy
and student achievement (Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996). Self-efficacy was
defined as one’s beliefs about capabilities to learn or perform at designated levels
(Bandura, 1997). Furthermore, self-efficacy has been understood as influencing academic
motivation, learning, and achievement (Pajares, 1996; Schunk, 1995). The dissertation
study explored the correlation between the amount of time English Language Learners
(ELLs) are separated from the general population of students and their self-efficacy to
succeed in school.
Two hypotheses served as the basis for the quantitative study at a minimum
confidence interval of p < .05.
Ha1: There is a significant negative correlation between the amount of time
participating Latino ELL students are segregated from the mainstream population
of students for the purposes of delivering instructional support services and their
self-efficacy perceptions to succeed in school.
Ha2: There is a significant negative correlation between the number of different
support services participating Latino ELL students receive and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school.
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The research questions examined in the study were as follows:
1. How many minutes per week is each participating Latino ELL student
segregated from the general population of students for the purpose of
receiving instructional support services.
2. What is the self-efficacy level for each participating Latino ELL student as
measured by the Morgan-Jinks scale of self-efficacy (MJSES)?
3. Is there a significant negative correlation between the amount of time Latino
ELL students are segregated from the mainstream population of students for
the purposes of receiving instructional support services and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school?
4. How many different support interventions does each of the participating
Latino ELL students receive in addition to ESL services?
5. Is there a significant negative correlation between the number of different
support interventions Latino ELL students receive and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school?
Data were analyzed using the Statistical Program for Social Science (SPSS). The means
and standard deviations for the self-efficacy of students were calculated while the
relationship between the total number of minutes ELL students were separated from the
mainstream for the purposes of receiving instructional support services was
investigated using Pearson product-moment and Spearman’s rho correlational analyses.
Correlational analysis was conducted to determine the existence of a relationship
between the number of different support services ELL students receive and their selfefficacy to succeed in school.
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Findings and Analysis
Ha1. There is a significant negative correlation between the amount of time
Latino ELL students are segregated from the mainstream population of students for the
purposes of delivering instructional support services and their self-efficacy perceptions to
succeed in school.
Research question 1. How many minutes per week is each participating Latino
ELL student segregated from the general population of students for the purposes of
instructional support services?
The independent variable in the dissertation study was the number of minutes
students were segregated from the general population of students for the purposes of
delivering Tier II academic support services including AIS Math, AIS Reading, ESL, and
intensive Tier III interventions. Teachers were asked to estimate the total number of
minutes per week instructional support services were administered separately from the
general population of students. Data were recorded in SPSS and total minutes in which
instructional supports were delivered to ELL students segregated from the general
education population were calculated as the sum of the ESL, AIS reading, AIS math,
Resource Room, Speech, Occupational/Physical Therapy, and other Tier 3 support.
Among the four elementary schools included in the research, each school’s
instructional delivery methods differed. In two schools, the majority of the support
services followed the pull-out model where students received support services in an
alternate location outside of the classroom. In another school, students were pulled out to
a separate location, and the support teacher pushed in to the general education classroom.
None of the four elementary schools solely implemented a push-in or collaborative
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model, although one elementary school exclusively implemented the pull-out model for
instructional delivery.
Two possible scenarios resulted from the push-in methodology. The first was that
students were pulled away from the general education students to work in isolation at the
periphery of the classroom with the support teacher. For the purposes of the dissertation
research, this method was called “defacto pull-out” because students were pulled out or
away from the other students within the classroom. The second scenario was the coteaching model where students are served alongside the other students within the general
education classroom and support teachers work collaboratively to serve all students.
The validity of the dissertation research was contingent on the accurate
assessment of the independent variable, which was number of minutes separated from the
general population of students. Although the liaisons in each building were responsible
for accurately noting the model of instruction in each child’s classroom, it became
apparent that for accuracy, each teacher’s understanding of the differences between
delivery models had to be confirmed before the number of minutes students were
segregated from the general population could be calculated. It was critical that those
teachers understood that only those minutes in which students were separated from the
general population of students should be included in their total count; time spent
implementing the co-teaching model was to be excluded from the total weekly minutes.
Accordingly, the researcher met with 27 individual support teachers through face-to-face
interviews or teleconferences to confirm that the information provided by the building
liaisons was accurate and to record the total number of minutes students were separated
from general population of students on a grid. Information culled from the teachers was
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cross-referenced with each teacher’s official schedule from the district’s Power-School
database, which indicated the total minutes a teacher was assigned to each survey
respondent’s classroom. The information was again crosschecked against each of the
student participant’s individual class schedules to confirm the match between support
teacher and respondent.
The total amount of time ELL students received ESL services as either a pull-out
or de-facto pull-out ranged from 180 minutes to 360 minutes per week. Sixty three
percent of the ELL students received between 180 and 250 minutes each week of ESL
services. Of those, 37% of the ELLs who were beginner or intermediate received 360
minutes of mandated support services each week (Table 4.1).
Table 4.1
Range of ESL Minutes Separated from General Pop./Week
Minutes Separated

N

%

80

1

.6

180

98

57.0

200

9

5.2

250

1

.6

360

63

36.6

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.

Calculation for the number of minutes students received English language support
services in bilingual classrooms presented a dilemma. While the bilingual model did
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separate ELL students from the general population of students, the students received
English language support as a whole group by design of the model. In the bilingual
model, English language support is integrated into lesson delivery throughout the school
day. For the purposes of the dissertation research, the calculation of the total minutes
students in bilingual classrooms received academic instructional support services was
expressed two different ways. The first method assumed zero additional minutes of ESL
support in a separate environment since no bilingual student was removed from the class
or grouped separately within the classrooms for the purposes of providing English
language support services. The second method added 700 minutes or approximately twice
the number of minutes beginner or intermediate students are mandated to receive ESL
services per week. This method was used because the bilingual model was designed to
provide language support exclusively to ELL students apart from the non-ELL student
population.
A total of 83.7% of the respondents qualified for and received AIS reading
support services. Fifty one percent received AIS reading support services in alternate
locations outside of the general education classroom with minutes ranging from 100 to
350 minutes per week (Table 4.2). Almost 58% of the students were pulled out between
200 and 250 minutes per week. In addition, 33% of the respondents received AIS reading
as a de-facto pull-out ranging from 25 to 160 minutes per week (Table 4.3).
A total of 61.6% of respondents qualified for and received AIS math instructional
support services (Table 4.4). Approximately 40% of these students received support
services as a pull-out in a location separate and apart from the general education students.
Minutes ranged from 90 to 450 with 65% of the students receiving between 200 and 250
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minutes per week. In addition, 22.1% of the respondents received AIS math services as a
de-facto pull-out with minutes ranging from 20 to 300 per week (Table 4.5).
Table 4.2
Range of AIS Reading Pull-Out Minutes/Wk
Minutes Separated

N

%

0

85

49.4

100

6

3.5

110

3

1.7

125

3

1.7

150

10

5.8

160

1

.6

170

3

1.7

180

1

.6

190

2

1.2

200

28

16.3

220

2

1.2

225

2

1.2

250

19

11.0

270

4

2.3

275

1

.6

300

1

.6

355

1

.6

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.
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Table 4.3
Range of AIS Reading De-Facto Pull-Out Minutes Per Week
Minutes Separated

N

%

115

66.9

25

2

1.2

30

4

2.3

40

1

.6

50

23

13.4

60

2

1.2

70

2

1.2

75

2

1.2

80

3

1.7

90

3

1.7

100

8

4.7

150

5

2.9

160

2

1.2

0

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.
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Table 4.4
Range of AIS Math Pull-Out Minutes Per Week
Minutes Separated

N

%

104

60.5

90

1

.6

100

4

2.3

150

6

3.5

160

3

1.7

170

3

1.7

175

2

1.2

180

1

.6

200

19

11.0

225

2

1.2

250

24

14.0

265

1

.6

300

1

.6

450

1

.6

0

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.
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Table 4.5
Range of AIS Math Defacto-Pull-Out Minutes Per Week
Minutes Separated

N

%

134

77.9

20

1

.6

25

2

1.2

50

23

13.4

70

1

.6

75

1

.6

80

3

1.7

90

2

1.2

100

4

2.3

300

1

.6

0

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.

In the sample of respondents, 15.1% or 26 ELL students also received special
education support services in the form of Resource Room (Table 4.6), 11% received
speech services (Table 4.7), and 1.2% received occupational and/or physical therapy
(OT/PT) (Table 4.8). The number of minutes for these services ranged from as low as 30
minutes per week for OT/PT to as high as 810 minutes for Resource Room. Students
classified as ELL and special education received the greatest number of minutes of being
separated from the general population of students.
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Table 4.6
Range of Resource Room Mandated Pull-Out Minutes
Minutes Separated

N

%

146

84.9

60

1

.6

100

3

1.7

150

6

3.5

225

1

.6

250

12

7.0

300

1

.6

750

1

.6

810

1

.6

0

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.

Table 4.7
Range of OT/PT Pull-Out Minutes Per Week
N

%

170

98.8

30

1

.6

60

1

.6

Minutes Separated
0

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.
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Table 4.8
Range of Mandated Speech Pull-Out Minutes Per Week
Minutes Separated

N

%

153

89.0

50

2

1.2

60

12

7.0

100

1

.6

100

1

.6

150

1

.6

180

1

.6

250

1

.6

0

Total

172 100.0

Note. N= Number of students. % = Percentage of students.

Table 4.9 provides a comparative summary of the range of minutes participating
ELL students received instructional support services. Calculation was based on applying
700 minutes of English language support to the 51 participants in the bilingual
classrooms. The mean number of minutes for resource room was significantly higher than
the minutes for the other interventions. Accordingly, ELL students also classified as
special education received the greatest number of minutes separated from the mainstream
population. The mean number of minutes for occupational/physical therapy was the least.
An unanticipated outcome was that Latino ELL students spent a greater number of
minutes receiving AIS math support than they did AIS reading support services.

88

Table 4.9
Comparison of Range of Minutes for Separationist Instructional Support Services
Received by Latino ELL Students
Instructional Support Service

N Min

Max Mean

SD

AIS Reading Pull-Out

172

0

355 100.5 106.4

AIS Reading Push-In*

172

0

160

24.1

AIS Math Pull-Out

172

0

450

82.4 108.0

AIS Math
Push-In*
Resource Room

172

0

300

14.5

172

0

810

37.1 109.6

Speech

172

0

250

9.2

31.4

OT/PT

172

0

60

.5

5.1

Total Minutes

172

Total Number of Services

167**

40.4

34.1

180 1750 624.5 348.3
1

6

2.4

1.1

Note. Calculation based on 700 minutes of English language support services for the 51
bilingual students. *Push-in refers to “de-facto pull-out” in which students are separated
from the mainstream within the confines of the classroom. **5 surveys were miscoded.
N = Number of students. Min = Minimum number of minutes. Max = Maximum number
of minutes. SD = Standard Deviation.
Research question 2. What is the self-efficacy level for each participating ELL
student as measured by the Morgan-Jinks Scale of Self-Efficacy (MJSES)?
The range of possible scores using the MJSES was one through 120 using a 4point Likert scale. Results from the self-efficacy survey indicated a range of between
65.00 and 116.00 or an average score of 3.22 out of 4. Table 4.10 shows that the data

89

indicated a high level of self-efficacy for the majority of the ELL students in both the
bilingual and ESL groups with no significant differences between the sub categories of
effort, talent and context. The subcategory with the highest means for self-efficacy and
lowest variability was context. Responses to survey questions 7, 8, 13, and 17 indicated
that graduating from high school was of greatest importance (Table 4.11). However, the
subscale with the lowest means and greatest variability included the talent questions such
as question 19 in which students were asked to compare themselves to their peers.
The self-efficacy score of ELL students receiving ESL instructional interventions
was compared to the students in bilingual classrooms to determine whether there was a
significant difference in the mean or standard deviation between the two models. Table
4.12 indicates the mean and standard deviations between the 121 ELL students receiving
ESL services (µ = 96.42) and the 51 ELL students in the bilingual classrooms (µ= 97.69)
showed no significant differences.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test the statistical differences
among the mean scores of ESL and bilingual groups. An F-test (Table 4.13) showed a
significance level of .482 (not < .05) indicating that there was no statistically significant
difference between the means of the two samples.
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Table 4.10
Comparison of ELL Student Responses by MJSES Questions and Subcategories
Q # Subgroup Mean SD
Q1 Effort
3.5
.73
Q2 Effort
3.6
.65
Q3 Context
3.0
1.1
Q4 Context
2.9
1.2
Q5 Effort
2.7
1.1
Q6 Talent
3.0
.95
Q7 Context
3.8
.56
Q8 Context
3.7
.69
Q9 Effort
3.6
.72
Q10 Talent
2.7
1.1
Q11 Talent
2.9
.97
Q12 Context
3.7
.60
Q13 Context
3.7
.73
Q14 Talent
2.8
.90
Q15 Context
3.1
1.2
Q16 Talent
3.4
.82
Q17 Context
3.8
.54
Q18 Talent
3.2
.97
Q19 Talent
2.4
1.1
Q20 Context
3.4
1.1
Q21 Talent
3.2
.86
Q22 Effort
2.9
1.1
Q23 Context
3.3
1.1
Q24 Context
3.2
1.1
Q25 Talent
3.2
.83
Q26 Talent
2.9
.99
Q27 Talent
3.3
.81
Q28 Context
3.8
.68
Q29 Context
3.2
1.0
Q30 Talent
3.0
.96
Note. Q = Question number on the MJSES. SD = Standard Deviation
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Table 4.11
Item Means in Descending Order of Agreement
Q#
17
28
7
12
8
13
2
9
1
20
16
27
23
29
24
18
21
25
15
3
6
30
4
11
26
22
14
10

Item Content
It is important to go to high school.
I will quit school as soon as I can.*
I will graduate from high school
Adults who have good jobs probably were good students when
they were kids.
I will go to a good school.
When I am old enough, I will go to college
I could get the best grade in class if I tried.
I always get good grades when I try hard.
I work hard at school.
What I learn in school is not important.*
My teacher thinks I am smart.
I am smart.
It does not matter if I do well in school.*
Teachers like kids even if they do not always make good grades.
Kids who get better grades than I do get more help from the
teacher than I do.*
I am a good math student.
I usually understand my homework assignments.
I am a good reading student.
No one cares if I do well in school.*
Most of my classmates like to do math because it is easy.
I am a good science student.
When the teacher asks a question I usually know the answer
even if the other kids don’t.
I would get better grades if the teacher liked me.*
I am a good social studies student.
It is not hard for me to get good grades in school.
I usually do not get good grades in math because it’s too hard.*
I am one of the best students in my class.

Mean
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.7

SD
.54
.68
.56
.60

3.7
3.7
3.6
3.6
3.5
3.4
3.4
3.3
3.3
3.2
3.2

.69
.73
.65
.72
.73
1.08
.81
.81
1.14
1.00
1.14

3.2
3.2
3.2
3.1
3.0
3.0
2.9

.97
.86
.83
1.19
1.06
.95
.96

2.9
2.9
2.9
2.9
2.8
2.7

1.21
.97
1.00
1.12
.90
1.11

Sometimes I think an assignment is easy when the other kids in
class think it is hard.
5
Most of my classmates work harder on their homework than I
2.7
do*
19 My classmates usually get better grades than I do.*
2.4
Note. *Item was reverse scored. Q = Question number. SD = Standard Deviation.

1.12
1.06
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Table 4.12
Comparison Between Self-Efficacy of ELLs Receiving Services Using the ESL versus
Bilingual Models
Instructional Model
ESL

N

Mean

SD

121 96.4215 11.3627

Bilingual
Total

51 97.6863 9.07852
172 96.7965 10.7256

Note. N = Number of students. SD = Standard Deviation

Table 4.13
ANOVA Table and F-Test
Self-Efficacy
Between Groups (Combined)

Sum of Squares df
57.393

Mean Square F
1

Within Groups

19614.485 170

Total

19671.878 171

Sig.

57.393 .497 .482
115.379

Research question 3. Is there a significant negative correlation between the
amount of time Latino ELL students are segregated from the general population of
students for the purposes of receiving instructional support services and their selfefficacy perceptions to succeed in school?
ESL and bilingual models of instructional delivery were analyzed separately. As
previously stated, the bilingual model separated ELL students from the general
population of students for the purposes of providing English language support. To
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prevent confounded results, separate bivariate correlations were performed for the 121
ELL students receiving pull-out or de-facto pull-out instructional support services
separate and apart from ELL students placed in bilingual classrooms. Bivariate
correlations were calculated for the entire sample of 172 respondents, which included
both ESL and bilingual students.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient as well as the non-parametric
measure, Spearman’s rho, were calculated to determine the degree of linear relationship
between the number of minutes Latino ELL students were separated from the general
population of students and their self-efficacy to succeed in school. The co-efficient of
determination also is an indicator of the strength of the relationship between the two
variables. The independent variable was minutes segregated from the mainstream and the
dependent variable was self-efficacy. Table 4.14 shows that there was a significant
negative correlation (r = -.35, n = 121, p < .05 and p < .01) between student’s selfefficacy beliefs and the number of minutes they were separated from the mainstream
population of students. This indicated that as the number of minutes separated increased,
the level of self-efficacy decreased. Spearman rho (Table 4.15) also resulted in a
significant negative correlation (p = -.29, n = 121, p < .05 and p < .01). Because the
significance levels (2-tailed) were both < .05, it was concluded that there was a
statistically significant correlation between the self-efficacy and minutes separated from
the mainstream. An increase in one variable will significantly relate to a decrease in the
other variable.
Based on the results of the bi-variate correlational analysis, Hypothesis Ha1 was
confirmed.
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Table 4.14
Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Minutes Separated from
General Population for Purposes of ESL Instructional Support

Self-Efficacy

Pearson

Self-

Total Minutes ESL Pull-

efficacy

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

1.0

-.346**

Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

121

121

Total Minutes ESL Pull-

Pearson

-.346*

1

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

121

121

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 121; no
bilingual students)

Pearson r was also calculated for the entire sample of respondents (n = 172)
including ELL students receiving ESL as well as those placed in bilingual classrooms
(Table 4.16). The first method assumed ‘zero” minutes of ESL support in an isolated
environment. Total minutes segregated from the general population ranged from 90
minutes to 1320 minutes (Appendix G).
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Table 4.15
Non-Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Minutes Separated from
General Population for Purposes of ESL Instructional Support
Spearman’s Rho

Self-Efficacy

Correlation

Self-

Total Minutes ESL Pull-

Efficacy

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

1.000

-.287**

Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

.001

N

121

Total Minutes ESL Pull-

Correlation

-.287*

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

.001

N

121

121

121

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 121; no
bilingual students.

Although not as strong a correlation as the results for the ESL only data, the
results of the correlational analysis confirmed a significant negative correlation between
self-efficacy and number of minutes segregated for the purposes of receiving
instructional support services (r=-.28, n=172, p< .05 and p<.01). Spearman’s Rho- a
nonparametric measure- also yielded a similar result (Table 4.17) indicating a significant
negative correlation ( p = -.22, n=172,p< .05 and p<.01).
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Table 4.16
Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Minutes Separated from
General Population for Purposes of Instructional Support
Self-Efficacy Total Minutes ESL
Pull-Out/De-Facto Pull-Out
Self-Efficacy

Pearson Correlation 1.000

-.279**

Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

172

Total Minutes Pearson Correlation -.279*
Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

172

172
1

172

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed). Calculations based
on zero (0) minutes of separation from mainstream for purposes of English support
services for 51 of the 172 Bilingual students. N = 172.

The second method added 700 minutes, or approximately twice the number of
minutes that beginner or intermediate students were mandated to receive ESL services
per week. Applying the additional 700 minutes representing English language support
services for the bilingual students was fairly random and not scientifically based. The
rationale was that the 51 students in bilingual classes were separated from the mainstream
group of students for the entire school day although not exclusively for language support.
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Table 4.17
Non-Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Minutes Separated from
General Population for Purposes of Instructional Support
Spearman’s Rho

Self-

Correlation

Efficacy

Coefficient

Self-

Total Minutes ESL Pull-Out/De-

Efficacy

Facto Pull-Out

1.000

-.220**

Sig. (2-tailed)

.004

N

172

172

Total

Correlation

-.220*

1.000

Minutes

Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

.004

N

172

172

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 172.
Calculations based on zero (0) minutes of separation from mainstream for purposes of
English support services for 51 of the 172 Bilingual students.

The length of the instructional school day (excluding lunch hour) was
approximately 5 ½ hours or 1650 minutes per week; adding these minutes to the total
minutes bilingual students were separated from the mainstream could possibly have
confounded the data and resulted in a large number of outliers. Based on the second
method, the total minutes segregated from the mainstream population ranged from 180
minutes to 1750 minutes/wk. (Appendix H). Again, based on Pearson’s correlation (r = -
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.18, n = 172, p < .05) (Table 4.18) and Spearman rho (p = -.15, n = 172, p < .05 (Table
4.19), a significant negative correlation was indicated between the self-efficacy of ELL
students and the number of minutes segregated from the mainstream population of
students.
Table 4.18
Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Minutes Separated from
General Population for Purposes of Instructional Support
Self -Efficacy

Total Minutes ESL
Pull-Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Self-Efficacy

Pearson Correlation

1.000

Sig. (2-tailed)

Total Minutes

-.175**
.022

N

172

172

Pearson Correlation

-.175*

1

Sig. (2-tailed)

.022

N

172

172

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). Calculation based on 700
minutes of English language support for student participants in bilingual classes. N =
172.

Based on the multiple ways in which the bivariate correlations were conducted,
the first hypothesis was confidently confirmed. Pearson r and Spearman’s rho allowed
the confirmation of Hypothesis 1 indicating a significant correlation between the selfefficacy of ELL students and the number of minutes/week they were separated. These
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correlational data, however, do not indicate the strength of the relationship. Outliers can
cause the size of the correlation coefficient to be either understated or can exaggerate the
strength of the relationship between the two variables.
For further interpretation and clarification of r, scatterplot analysis was conducted
to visually examine the correlation of the dependent and independent variables (Figure
4.1). A scatterplot was used to determine the relationship between two variables by
analyzing the patterns formed by the sample population data. A straight line was inserted
through the data points to determine the nature of the relationship. The independent
variable or the total number of minutes was noted on the x-axis and the dependent
variable or self-efficacy was noted on the y-axis. The strength of the relationship was
based on the proximity of the data points to the imaginary line and provided a clearer
picture of the true significance of the correlation. The scatterplot shown in Figure 4.1
indicated clear group tendencies and evidence of linearity. The slope indicated a negative
correlation between the dependent and independent variables, however, the scatterplot
also showed that the data was not tightly clustered around the line. This indicated a
greater degree of scatter and thus a weaker correlation of strength. The scatterplot also
revealed several outliers representing students who had high self-efficacy despite
receiving a high number of minutes separated from the mainstream population.
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Table 4.19
Non-Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Minutes Separated from
General Population for Purposes of ESL Instructional Support
Spearman’s Rho

Self-Efficacy

Total Minutes ESL
Pull-Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Self-Efficacy

Correlation

1.000

-.154**

Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

Total Minutes

.044

N

172

172

Correlation

-.154*

1.000

Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

.044

N

172

172

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). Calculation based on 700
minutes of English language support for student participants in bilingual classes. N =
172.
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Figure 4.1. Scatter plot of relationship between pull-out minutes by scores on MJSES (N
= 121).
To further determine the true strength of the relationship between variables, the
coefficient of determination was calculated in which the coefficient was squared and
multiplied by 100. The coefficient r for the 121 ESL students was calculated to be -.35.
The result indicated that there was approximately an 88% chance that factors other than
minutes separated from the general population also influenced the ELL students’ selfefficacy to succeed.
Ha2. There is a significant negative correlation between the number of different
academic support services a Latino ELL student receives and self-efficacy perceptions to
succeed in school.
Research question 4. How many different academic support interventions do each
of the participating Latino ELL students receive in addition to ESL services?
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ELL students were mandated to receive a minimum of 180 minutes per week up
to 360 minutes per week of ESL instruction. The bilingual model was one alternative to
providing pull-out or de-facto-push in adherence with CR 154 (Guidelines, 1990). In
addition, if needed, ELL students may have qualified to receive additional support
services in AIS reading, AIS math, and special education services. In the population
sampled for the dissertation study, the total number of interventions ranged from one to
six including ESL services (Table 4.9).
Research question 5. Is there a significant negative correlation between the
number of different support interventions ELL students receive and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school?
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient as well as the non-parametric
measure, Spearman’s rho, were calculated to determine the degree of linear relationship
between the two variables. Correlational coefficients were calculated for ESL only
(n=121) and then calculated inclusive of the bilingual students (n=172). The independent
variable represented the number of different instructional support interventions ELL
students received and the dependent variable represented self-efficacy. Table 4.20 shows
that based on the Pearson product moment analysis, there was a significant negative
correlation (r = -.34, n = 121, p < .05 and p <. 01) between student’s self-efficacy beliefs
to succeed in school and the number of different instructional interventions ELL students
received. The non-parametric measure of Spearman rho (Table 4.21) also indicated a
significant negative correlation (p= -.26, n = 121, p < .05 and p < .01).

103

Table 4.20
Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Number of Different
Instructional Support Interventions Received by ELL Latino Students
Self-

Total Number of ESL

Efficacy

Pull-Out/De-Facto Pull-Out
Interventions

Self-Efficacy

Pearson

1.000

-.338**

Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

121

121

Total Number of ESL Pull-

Pearson

-.338*

1.000

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Correlation

Interventions
Sig. (2-

.000

tailed)
N

121

121

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed). Analysis was
exclusive of the 51 bilingual students. N = 121.
The data in Table 4.22 and Table 4.23 also demonstrated the negative correlation
between the two variables using n = 172 for both p and r. This indicated that as the
number of different interventions increased, the level of self-efficacy decreased.
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Table 4.21
Non-Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Number of Different
Instructional Support Interventions Received by ELL Latino Students
Spearman’s

Self-

Total Number of ESL Pull-

Rho

Efficacy

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out
Interventions

Self-Efficacy

Correlation

1.0

-.263**

Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

.004

N

121

121

Total Number of ESL Pull-

Correlation

-.263*

1.000

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Coefficient

Interventions
Sig. (2-tailed)

.004

N

121

121

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed). Analysis was
exclusive of the 51 bilingual students. N = 121
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Table 4.22
Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Number of Different
Instructional Support Interventions Received by ELL Latino Students
Self -

Total Number of ESL Pull-

Efficacy

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out
Interventions

Self-Efficacy

Pearson

1.000

-.309**

Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

172

172

Total Number of ESL Pull-

Pearson

-.309*

1.000

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Correlation

Interventions
Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

172

172

Note. *Correlation is significant at the0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed).Analysis was
inclusive of 51 bilingual students. N = 172.
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Table 4.23
Non- Parametric Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Total Number of Different
Instructional Support Interventions Received by ELL Latino Students
Spearman’s

Self-

Total Number of ESL

Rho

Efficacy

Pull-Out/De-Facto
Pull-Out Interventions

Self-Efficacy

Correlation

1.000

-.247**

Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

.001

N

172

172

Total Number of ESL Pull-

Correlation

-.247*

1.000

Out/De-Facto Pull-Out

Coefficient

Interventions
Sig. (2-tailed)

.001

N

172

172

Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level (2-tailed). Analysis was
inclusive of 51 bilingual students. N = 172.
Based on the results of the bi-variate correlational analysis, Hypothesis Ha2 was
confirmed.
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Summary of Findings
The data analysis and findings supported the confirmation of both hypotheses:
Ha1: There is a significant negative correlation between the amount of time ELL
students are segregated from the mainstream population of students for the
purposes of delivering instructional support services and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school.
Ha2: There is a significant negative correlation between the number of different
academic support services an ELL student receives and self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school.
Survey participants included ELL students who received English language
support services in both ESL programs and in bilingual classrooms. The modified MJSES
was administered to 172 ELL students, of which 51 were in bilingual classrooms.
The independent variable in the first hypothesis was the number of minutes
students were physically separated from the general population. Parametric (Pearson’s r)
and non-parametric (Spearman’s rho) analysis were conducted on data based on the 121
participants who received services via the pull-out or de-facto pull-out models. The
results indicated the existence of a statistically significant negative correlation between
minutes separated and the students’ self-efficacy to succeed in school. Accordingly, the
first hypothesis was confirmed.
Although the bilingual model exclusively served ELLs, the students were not
physically removed from the classroom setting for the purposes of delivering English
support services. They were, however, separated from the general population of students
for the majority of the school day by design. Correlational analysis was conducted using
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two scenarios. The first estimated the number of minutes students in bilingual classrooms
spent receiving mandated English support services to be 700 minutes per week. This was
approximately twice the number of minutes mandated by New York State for beginner
and intermediate students. Although not as strong a correlation as the results from the 121
ESL students, correlational analysis provided evidence of a statistically significant
negative correlation between number of minutes separated and self-efficacy to succeed in
school. The second method assigned a value of zero for the number of minutes bilingual
students are separated from the mainstream students. Results of both the parametric and
non-parametric correlational analysis found a statistically significant, negative correlation
between minutes separated and self-efficacy to succeed in school. The first hypothesis
was confirmed.
To further investigate the strength of the correlation between the variables and to
provide a clearer picture of the degree of strength of the correlation coefficients, a
scatterplot was created. Although a negative correlation between the two variables was
visible, there was what appeared to be a significant degree of scatter and outliers.
The second hypothesis focused on the relationship between the number of
different instructional support services and the ELL students’ self-efficacy to succeed in
school. The number of different interventions ranged from one to six services.
Correlational analysis provided evidence of a statistically significant negative
relationship between the two variables. Accordingly, the second hypothesis was
confirmed.
The implications and pragmatic application of these findings are discussed in the
next chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
Wendy, an intelligent English Language Learner (ELL) fifth grader entered
school in the second grade having just arrived from El Salvador. She was pulled out of
her general education classroom and separated from her classmates multiple times each
day for the delivery of state mandated Tier II and Tier III interventions including English
as a Second Language support services (ESL), math and reading academic intervention
services (AIS) and speech. From afar, it would appear that the school was doing a superb
job in blanketing Wendy with academic support to ensure her success. In spite of the
multiple interventions, year after year she failed to test-out of the ELL classification
(NYSESLAT) and thus remained an ELL student for the remainder of her stay at the
elementary school. One afternoon, Wendy’s classroom teacher reported that she was
“defiantly” refusing to be removed from her classroom to attend speech services.
Appearing at the school administrator’s door with swollen and teary eyes, Wendy
dropped to her knees and pleaded, “I’m begging you; don’t make me leave my class
anymore. I just want to be a normal kid.”
ELL students, such as Wendy, who receive multiple layers of intervention support
services throughout the school day are the driving purpose for the dissertation study and
the focus of the hypotheses.
Ha1: There is a significant negative correlation between the amount of time
participating Latino ELL students are segregated from the general population of
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students for the purposes of delivering instructional support services and their
self-efficacy perceptions to succeed in school.
Ha2: There is a significant negative correlation between the number of different
support services participating Latino ELL students receive and their self-efficacy
perceptions to succeed in school.
Increased accountability for academic growth for students like Wendy, coupled
with a decrease in financial resources, requires educational leaders to critically reexamine the manner by which existing resources are being allocated. Students such as
Wendy are described by Cornell (1995) as the invisible passive survivors. Such students
are never disruptive nor argumentative. Usually described by teachers as “well behaved,”
they rarely participate in class activities or complete schoolwork. School districts cannot
ignore these subgroups of special education and ELL students because state and federal
funding are contingent upon evidence of academic growth of all students. Simply
providing educational opportunities without ensuring educational outcomes perpetuates
inequity in a subtle form (Wang, 1992). A plethora of studies have revealed statistically
significant positive relationships between academic performance and self-efficacy
perceptions (Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996).
The implications and findings from the dissertation research are consistent with
the socio-cognitive theories of Bandura (1977), Vygotsky (1978), and Festinger (1954).
The theories support the premise that children learn by observing others within the group
to which they are assigned and that these observations can influence outcome
expectations or self-efficacy. Goodenow (1993) and Anderson (2002) found a sense of
belonging to be associated with feelings of acceptance, respect, and high self-efficacy
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perceptions. Other studies (Inzlicht, & Goode, 2006; Major et al., 2002) found that social
identities activate negative stereotyping and communicate that groups are marginalized,
devalued, and not accepted. Gardener (1963) emphasized the importance of schools
going beyond the mere teaching of intellectual skills to include a focus on students’ selfbeliefs and self-regulatory capabilities to educate themselves. In Wendy’s case, the
consistent separation from the general population of students not only sent a clear
message to Wendy about her capabilities and value but also sent a resounding message to
her classmates that she was different or in her own words, not “a normal kid.”
The dissertation study quantitatively examined the impact of multiple
interventions on the self-efficacy perceptions of Latino ELL students. The impact of
delivering Tier II and Tier III interventions cannot be measured mutually exclusive of the
other. There is a need to examine a student’s entire intervention profile to get a
comprehensive picture of the impact of multiple interventions on self-efficacy
perceptions. There are a finite number of minutes in a school day and the delivery of each
intervention is at the cost of lost time in core academic Tier I instruction. According to
the National Education Commission on Time and Learning (2005), time is the missing
element in the debate surrounding school reform efforts. Used wisely, time can be the
academic equalizer. While merely extending the number of minutes in a school day will
not guarantee a narrowing of the achievement gap, using time to increase the number of
protective factors while decreasing the at-risk factors will contribute to school success for
at-risk ELLs.
Results of the dissertation research supported the premise that there is a
relationship between the number of minutes Latino ELLs are separated from the general
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population of peers, the number of different interventions they receive, and their selfefficacy beliefs to succeed in school. Specifically, results from the study indicate a
statistically significant negative correlation between the number of minutes Latino ELL
students are separated from the general education population of students for instructional
support interventions and their self-efficacy perceptions. Further, the research results
indicate a statistically negative correlation between the number of different educational
interventions and the self-efficacy perceptions of Latino ELL students to succeed in
school.
This chapter contains a discussion of the implications of the findings and the
practical application of those findings in terms of educational reform.
Implication of Findings
The dissertation study quantitatively examines the impact of separationist models
of instructional delivery on the self-efficacy perceptions of ELL students. Several
scholarly works acknowledge the phenomenon of the segregation of students within the
perimeter of the general education classroom (Cahnmann-Taylor, & Souto-Manning,
2010); however, the examination of its impact on the self-efficacy beliefs of ELL
students represented a gap in the research. The dissertation research examines the
implications of delivering multiple instructional interventions using the pull-out and defacto pull-out models on the self-efficacy perceptions of Latino ELL students. The within
class segregation or de-facto pull-out model is a term coined for the dissertation research
to describe the separation of students within the general education classroom. According
to McClure & Cahnmann-Taylor. (2010), “This form of inclusion has become the new
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form of exclusion …merely moving the chairs around into different arrangements as
opposed to challenging and remaking the structure itself” (p. 111).
Results of the bivariate correlational analysis indicate a statistically significant
negative correlation between the number of minutes Latino ELL students are separated
from the general education population for the purposes of receiving interventions and
their self-efficacy to succeed in school. Research findings also reveal a statistically
significant negative correlation between the number of different intervention services and
self-efficacy beliefs. Latino ELL students receive anywhere between one and six
interventions in each of the four schools included in the study. Fergus (2010a) notes that
there have been several scholarly articles written about the impact on disproportionality
of delivering multiple support interventions without fidelity. Based on a longitudinal root
cause study spanning 6 years and over 30 school districts, Fergus found that too many
interventions, poorly structured intervention programs, gaps in core curriculum
instruction, and limited knowledge of intervention strategies contribute to
disproportionality. The implementation of an overabundance of interventions for
struggling learners also is found to be inconsistent and serves as the “gateway for special
education referrals” (Contreras, 2011; Fergus, 2010b).
Consistent with Fergus’ (2010b) findings, the dissertation study further reveals
that students dually classified under the special education and ELL umbrella spent the
greatest number of minutes isolated from the general population of students. Although
the correlational analysis suggests that minutes separated from the general population
account for only 11% of all the possible variables that may impact self-efficacy, the
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psychological impact of the manner by which academic interventions are delivered must
now be factored into the analysis.
Results from the study suggest the need for a paradigm shift from a focus on
resources as a means for improving student achievement to a focus on the process by
which the resources are allocated and services delivered to at-risk students within the
confines of a six-hour school day. Understood through this lens, Wendy’s plea for
normalcy can be seen as being indicative of her disconnect and feelings of dissonance
with the norm resulting from the multiple TIER II and III pull-outs away from her peers.
The separation models of ESL instruction sends the message that targeted students are
outsiders and exclusive of those students who belong (Frattura & Topinka, 2006). Gatto
(2002) described schools as a model of social engineering that creates a caste system
organized and funded in response to student failure. The effect of this disproportionality
is an increased sense of social stigmatization (Fergus, 2010a).
The implications of the findings from the dissertation study are consistent with
basic macro-economic principles. One of the desired products or outcomes in the
business of education is student proficiency and academic achievement. Research has
already established a positive relationship between self-efficacy and student achievement.
However, there must be a paradigm shift in the manner by which educational leaders
manage finances, resources, and time. Contrary to the intent of fostering equity in
education, the plethora of competing mandates appear to result in an economic concept
known as The Law of Diminishing Returns (Spearman, 1927). Specifically, the law of
diminishing returns states that if one factor of production (intervention service) is
increased while other factors (targeted students, instructional hours in school day) are
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held constant, the output per unit of the variable factor(s) (self-efficacy, student
achievement) will eventually diminish. Similarly, the economic principle suggests that
the marginal productivity of successive workers rises in the early stages of production;
however, at some point additional workers increase the total productivity by a decreasing
amount. If intervention specialists are substituted for the term workers and academic
achievement or self-efficacy is substituted for productivity, the relevance and application
of basic macro-economic principles becomes useful to educational practitioners.
Implementing evidence-based interventions, assigning teacher specialists, and accurately
targeting at-risk students, are three major components for effective Response to
Intervention (RTI) programs. However, the manner and timeframe within which the
interventions are delivered and received by the students is critical.
Based on the results of the study and aligned to the basic macroeconomic
principles, there comes a point of saturation when the self-efficacy of students begins to
decrease as the number of different interventions and minutes spent separated from the
general population increase. It is neither productive nor efficient to continue to add
additional inputs or resources when the marginal return is less than the value of the
additional marginal inputs (Haas, Wilson, Cobb, & Rallis, 2005).
Although the quantitative study was not designed to identify the critical point at
the epoch of the bell curve, the implications of the study suggest that there is a negative
correlation between the identified variables, and therefore, educators must be aware of
the phenomenon of decreased self-efficacy through consistent progress monitoring of
students. Before adding additional support services, educators must examine a student’s
entire service profile in relation to their time spent in the general education classroom.
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Saturating a student’s schedule could potentially counteract the benefits associated with
receiving costly support services by negatively impacting students’ self-efficacy beliefs
to succeed. Aligned to the Elementary & Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), Tier
II interventions cannot be delivered at the expense of students losing time receiving
universal Tier I core instruction. Students are being pulled out and separated from the
general education classrooms for hundreds of minutes per week for multiple numbers of
academic interventions and are missing core instructional time.
Root cause analysis (Fergus, 2010b) revealed that the implementation of multiple
interventions are inconsistent in delivery and compromise the fidelity of the core
curricula. There is little evidence to support the relationship between allocation of
increased revenues toward the expansion of services to special student populations and
student achievement (Odden & Clune, 1998).
By design, Tier II interventions such as AIS are considered temporary and
typically, students should be reassessed at the 20-week mark (Contreras, 2011). Based on
student’s needs, the number of weekly sessions should be enhanced, faded out, or
discontinued based on student monitoring. Progress monitoring is critical in the delivery
of Tier II interventions. However, based on the school’s database, the only changes to
intervention specialists’ class lists since the start of the school year were new entrants or
students who withdrew from the district. Data also indicated the majority of the
respondents in the study received Tier II interventions continuously throughout the entire
school year. Therefore, once students were initially identified and targeted at the start of
the school year, they remained on the remedial track for the duration of the school year.
Accordingly, the number of minutes ELL students received separationist models of
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intervention supports were consistent throughout the school year and for the purposes of
the study, made the estimation of minutes by teachers relatively accurate. In addition, due
to the recently endorsed New York State attendance reporting guidelines and its ties to
the teacher evaluation system known as Annual Professional Performance Review
(APPR), teacher effectiveness is directly linked to the performance or growth of their
students. Although the Tier II interventions are temporary, the continuous movement of
students through the tiers complicates the reporting process in terms of keeping track of
the time students are assigned to individual teacher rosters. This is contrary to the best
interests of at-risk students such as ELLs and a clear example of the tail wagging the dog.
It is important to note that research has also shown that high degrees of selfefficacy without requisite skills do not guarantee success. However, as the questions in
the survey reflected, there are specific self-regulatory behaviors students with high selfefficacy exhibit. Persistence in trying to complete challenging tasks, the proactive use of
resources/intervention, and the continuous exertion of effort in the belief that it will
increase possibility of success are all character traits of students with high self-efficacy.
While these attributes will not guarantee academic proficiency, the behaviors will
increase the possibility of achieving success. Conversely, students with low self-efficacy
do not believe that they can control personal outcomes and therefore give up too soon.
Therefore, simply continuing to blanket students who have low self-efficacy with
multiple interventions and using separationist models of delivery is counterproductive
and not in the best interests of children.
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Limitations
An unanticipated limitation of the dissertation study was the degree by which the
majority of the elementary students responded to the survey with socially acceptable
answers. During the data collection process, teachers indicated that they were surprised at
the responses of some of their ELL students whom the teachers identified as having
extremely low self-efficacy to succeed in school. When asked on the self-efficacy survey
whether or not a student would quit school as soon as he could, one student not only
checked the box that said “NO’, but wrote in large letters with exclamation marks,
“NO!!!” (Appendix I). The majority of the respondents also checked the box “No” as
well. Thus, the wording of the questions need to be reexamined so that the more socially
acceptable responses are not so obvious.
Although there was variability in the self-efficacy scores, as a whole, the median
scores were still unexpectedly high across the board. Many students may have responded
by selecting what they perceived to be the socially acceptable answers. This may be a
limitation when administering Likert type surveys to young children. Several other
studies that used the Morgan-Jinks Self Efficacy Survey (MJSES) have found
overwhelmingly high self-efficacy in spite of the constructs measured and were therefore
unable to reject their null hypothesis. On the other hand, the self-efficacy of ELL students
may change as they enter middle and high school. Perhaps, survey results would have
been different for middle school or high school ELL students. A future study might
explore the differences between self-efficacy among elementary and middle or high
school students. This would be an important study since the high self-efficacy levels of
the elementary students are not reflected in the abysmal graduation rates for Latino ELLs.
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Recommendations
Nationally, it is projected that over the next 40 years, immigrants and their
children will significantly impact the growth of the United States workforce. It is,
therefore, critical for the health of the United States economy that the children of
immigrants are educated and well prepared to fill the number of required skilled jobs
needed to ensure the economic stability of the United States (Passel & D’Vera Cohn,
2011). According to the NYS Office for Bilingual Education and Foreign Language
Studies (OBE-FLS), last year a total of $12.5 million was allocated by the federal
government: $50 million in Title III monies and $5 million in Title I grants. Additional
governmental funding was granted to school districts based on their numbers of ELLs.
The school district in which the study was based, received multiple million dollar federal
and state grants to provide further, targeted, intervention services to their at-risk students.
The money associated with the education of ELLs is formidable. It is the ethical and
social responsibility of school districts to use these funds to support policies that
equitably meet the educational needs of these students. The results of the study are
applicable to several areas of educational policy reform and best practices. Further, the
study has opened the door for further investigation on the impact of segregationist models
of instructional delivery in relation to self-efficacy perceptions, and ultimately, student
achievement.
Recommendations for policy reform. Gerston (2010 ) described public policy
framework as a kaleidoscope of ever-changing picture arrangements driven, among other
things, by conflict, availability of resources, commitment of decision makers, and
pressure/support from the public. These variables have defined the emotionally charged
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political arena within which public policy concerning the education of ELLs has evolved.
Historically, federal and state laws and mandates have clashed with practice on the local
levels. The current political environment concerning the education of ELLs is no longer
focused on the debate concerning English language acquisition, but is now driven by high
accountability for all student achievement and competition for federal and state funding
based on state achievement measures. Established research citing the process and
timeframes within which ELLs are able to meet language proficiency standards and,
ultimately, acquire content-based proficiency have been ignored. Policymakers have
disregarded the process phase in setting unrealistic achievement benchmark goals for this
population of students without consideration for the time needed for ELLs to acquire
cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP). The policy-driven formula for success
is to simply mandate extra support services for subgroups of students without providing a
logistical roadmap for the implementation of these mandates within a finite school day.
Failure of school districts to meet achievement goals for subgroups such as ELLs and
special education students can result in punitive consequences in terms of performance
evaluations and funding. Most importantly, the impact of these multiple mandates for
services and the segregationist models of service delivery negatively impact the selfefficacy perceptions of ELL students. This is a clear example of a disconnect between
policy and practice.
To ensure alignment between policy and practice, it is recommended that an
independent regulatory commission be established for the purpose of tracking and
continuously monitoring the multiple state, federal, and local mandates specifically
targeted at the ELL subgroup and the impact each has upon the implementation of the
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others. Specifically, the independent regulatory commission would provide an aerial view
of multiple mandates in order to close the policy/practice disconnect. It would examine
the logistical, social, emotional, and instructional impact of delivering multiple mandated
services at the point of delivery as measured not only by student achievement, but also by
the social and emotional impact on ELL students. Importantly, the commission would be
driven by research-based theories and best practices concerning the process by which
ELLs are to be educated. The commission would consist of current educational leaders,
linguists, teachers, researchers, parents and former ELLs. Federal, state, and local policymakers, prior to endorsing policies that may directly or indirectly impact the ELL
population, would review recommendations from the commission.
Over the years in the United States, the number of policies and mandated
intervention services has increased while the length of the school day has remained
constant. NYS has implemented new more rigorous Common Core Learning Standards
(CCLS) without providing the means to extend the school calendar or length of the
school day. Over the last few years the federal government has provided a myriad of
opportunities for increased funding, unlike the prior NCLB initiative. Race to the Top
monies as well as a plethora of other grant opportunities are offered to public schools for
the implementation of several support programs from early intervention to the integration
of science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) in grades K - 12. A large
percentage of grant monies are allocated for the implementation of programs within the
confines of an already densely packed school day. Accordingly, another recommendation
is for greater fiscal oversight by policy makers to ensure that funds are utilized to extend
the school day to provide additional extracurricular opportunities and support beyond
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academic remediation such as mentoring, community service projects, ESL classes for
adults, parenting workshops, tutors, and partnerships with local colleges or other
community-based organizations (CBOs). There is a wealth of research that supports the
relationship between protective factors, student resiliency, and ultimately, student
achievement. There is no magic number of hours in a school day that will guarantee
academic success for all students. Extending the school day, however, to enrich and
extend the quality of educational opportunities and to differentiate support services based
on the individual needs of ELLs will greatly increase the probability of student success.
Over the last decade, NYS has become more data-driven through the use of
academic achievement scores, teacher effective ratings (HEDI scores), annual yearly
progress (AYP), annual measurement of academic objectives (AMAO), and student
learning objectives (SLOs) as performance indicators to determine the success or failure
of schools, students, teachers, and school leadership. It would appear that policy makers
are leaving no stone unturned in ensuring student success. However, one of the variables
consistently overlooked by policy makers is the adjustment of time. The targeted at-risk
population of students face the greatest injustice in terms of increased pressures to reach
proficiency within unrealistic time-frames, receive multiple mandated support services
apart from the general population of students, and keep up with core curricula covered
during their absence. While the intent of policy makers is to increase the academic
protective factors, the logistics of rolling out the mandated programs within a finite
period of time—a six hour school day—denies at-risk students the right to an education
within the least restrictive environment. Critical to the efficient use of time is the
examination of how an extended school day could be used to decrease the risk factors and
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challenges of ELLs succeeding in school. The relationship between self-efficacy and
student achievement is well documented and supported by research; providing support
services to increase self-regulatory capabilities (Bandura, 1989) would lead to higher
self-efficacy.
In many school districts, there is an influx of a new generation of immigrant
children, many who will be classified as ELL and will be known as newcomers. There is
a wealth of research positing that it takes between three to seven years to gain proficiency
in English; yet, the NYS Board of Regents has only allowed newcomer ELL students an
arbitrarily designated grace period of one year before requiring them to take the NYS
ELA assessment. Additionally, there is no adjustment period for ELLs new to the country
to take the math or science state assessment. Theoretically, a student just entering the
country, speaking no English, can be admitted to a school on Monday, and administered a
NYS assessment in mathematics on Tuesday. Adding to the injustice, the achievement
data for these students count as evaluative indicators of school and student success. This
is a prima facie example of policy makers overlooking the critical variable of time. The
impact of educational policies on the self-efficacy beliefs of students and educators must
become part of the conversation before random decisions are made on their behalf. Based
on the report by the National Education Commission on Time and Learning (2005), the
use of arbitrary time requirements to drive curricula decisions will fail to result in schools
meeting proficiency goals.
Learning in America is a prisoner of time. For the past 150 years, public schools
have held time constant and let learning vary. The rule, only rarely voiced, is
simple: learn what you can in the time we make available … it should surprise no
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one that some bright, hard-working students do reasonably well. Everyone else –
from the typical student to the dropout - runs into trouble . . . The boundaries of
student growth are defined by schedules for bells . . . Our time-bound mentality
has fooled us all into believing that schools can educate all of the people all of the
time in a school year of 180 six-hour days. (p. 5)
It is therefore recommended that Commissioner’s Regulation 154 (Guidelines, 1990) be
amended by the NYS Board of Regents to reflect a more realistic, research-based policy
on the amount of time needed for ELL students to acquire proficiency in a second
language and sit for the NYS ELA assessment. Applying the same time frame for
achieving proficiency as is used to measure monolingual student’s achievement is
unrealistic and not in the best interests of schools, parents and students.
There has been some movement on the part of government to reassess current
policies. Recommendations that states should be granted the authority to make
exemptions from inclusion of ELL students’ test scores in the state content assessments
in reading/language arts and mathematics have been proposed. This exemption would
apply during the student’s first three years in United States schools, or until they have
reached proficiency on the English language proficiency assessment (NYSESLAT),
whichever comes first. The wheels of change, however, turn extremely slowly. Three
years after the initial recommendation finds ELL students still being held to the same
unjust standards as before. Therefore, educational advocates must continue to lobby for
expedient modifications to this unjust policy. At-risk children do not have time to wait
for change.
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Another example of a contradiction between intent of policy and practice is
NCLB (formerly known as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965).
NCLB stipulates the following:
Federal funds made available under this subpart shall be used so as to supplement
the level of federal, state and local public funds that, in the absence of such
availability, would have been expended for programs for limited English
proficient children and immigrant children and youth and in no case to supplant
such federal, state, and local public funds. (ESEA, 1965)
The supplement, not supplant requirement was designed to ensure unadulterated funding
sources and discourage double-dipping of state, local, and federal public funds. It also
ensures that students’ needs and deficiencies will be remediated to ensure equal
educational opportunities. The policy, however, assumes that by design, intervention
services are mutually exclusive. In reality, AIS, ESL, and other TIER II providers use
many of the same tools, resources, and strategies to reach their learning objectives. In
practice, the policy discourages the consistent integration of support services and assumes
the need for distinct service providers for each intervention. However, there simply are
not enough minutes throughout the school day, nor a sufficient number of specialized
service providers, to deliver federal, state, and locally funded support services in a
mutually exclusive manner.
The multiple mandates and arbitrarily determined time frames for learning is a
flawed framework within which local school districts are forced to perform. Unrealistic
timelines, insufficient numbers of days in the school calendar, and insufficient numbers
of minutes within a school day are dictated by policymakers and are out of the purview of
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school level leaders. Thus, it is recommended that concerted, organized advocacy on the
part of educational leaders is needed to reform antiquated policies and procedures.
According to the National Education Commission on Time and Learning (2005), the
uniform six-hour day and 180-day year is an unacknowledged design flaw in American
education and is built on a learning foundation of sand.
Recommendations for practice. The demographics at the site of the study have
changed dramatically over the last five years with the number of Latino families
burgeoning and the number of ELL students steadily rising. Achievement data for the
ELLs is now at the forefront of the educational agenda as AYP and other state
benchmarks are inclusive of this subgroup of students. Based on 2012 data, the district is
at risk of not meeting the benchmark for its ELL population. The school district invests
approximately $23,000.00 per year to educate each student, and the average expenditure
per child in New York State is only approximately $10,000. At-risk students can receive
up to six different interventions in addition to the Tier I common core instruction. In spite
of the districts’ efforts to blanket students with support services, the district remains in
the bottom five in the county, and the ELL subgroup continues to fail to reach acceptable
levels of proficiency.
The targeted student pool is finite as are the number of instructional hours in a
school day. In an effort to comply with the multitude of state mandates, including the
supplement not supplant requirement, educational leaders are scrambling to find
sufficient time to fit all instructional services into a 6-hour school day. This has resulted
in fragmented, segregated educational programming for at-risk students, especially the
ELLs who are segregated more than most other at-risk students.
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School leaders must view the business of educating ELL students with an
expanded scope. The lens must be adjusted to not merely examine the quantifiable
variables such as number of students serviced, number of services offered, and monetary
costs, but the process by which support services are delivered and their resulting impact
on ELLs self-efficacy beliefs to succeed. Research has firmly established the relationship
between academic achievement and self-efficacy.
The elimination of multiple intervention services or the use of the pull-out method
for delivering support services to targeted ELL students is out of the purview of school
level decision makers, and is not a viable recommendation of this study. There is a
plethora of evidence-based support interventions that are quite effective in improving
academic performance when delivered with fidelity and scheduled at intervals that
mitigate the risk to self-efficacy. In light of the shortage of certified ESL/bilingual
teachers and the need to comply with the mandated number of minutes for servicing ELL
students (Guidelines, 1990) across grade levels, the pull-out model remains one of the
most frequently used models of delivery. It is recommended then, that educational leaders
work collaboratively to find ways to creatively mitigate the negative impact of
separationist models of academic support services on the self-efficacy beliefs of at-risk
students. Since NYS education policy does not identify the manner by which academic
intervention services are to be administered, one possible solution could be the use of
Title III monies to reduce class size by reassigning AIS specialists as classroom teachers.
This would satisfy the AIS requirement by reducing the adult/child ratios. Importantly,
this also would reduce the frequency or number of minutes that ELL students are
separated from the general population of students. On the other hand, state policy is quite
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explicit in the number of minutes ELLs are to receive language support services;
therefore, there would be less flexibility in adjusting ESL minutes. Accordingly, ELL
students could be placed in clusters in general education classrooms allowing ESL
teachers the opportunity to push-in and co-teach as opposed to pulling students out or
separating them from general population.
School leaders must be held accountable for creating an inclusive framework for
the master schedule and overseeing the design of the individual schedules for each
intervention specialist to ensure that the individual needs of each child is taken into
consideration. The responsibility is too great to simply assign the task to a teacher, as has
been past practice in most of the elementary schools participating in the study. Although
a basic scheduling framework is provided by administrators in all of the four schools
included in the research, individual support specialists are allowed the freedom to create
their own pull-out/push-in schedules for at-risk students. Students are simply plugged
into time slots by individual teachers without each having knowledge of the others’
schedules. In many instances, schedules fail to reflect the needs of targeted students in
terms of consistency and the required core instructional time with their general classroom
teacher. The majority of schools still follow the “cells and bells” model (Nair & Fielding,
2005) of instructional delivery, which describes multiple teachers working in isolation
within their own classrooms.
It is recommended that a modification of the school infrastructure must include
opportunities for afterschool or before school intervention services, which would provide
additional minutes in the day to serve targeted students without infringing on in-class
instruction and core curricula instruction. The six-hour day is simply insufficient for
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delivering the required mandated services without infringing upon core curricular
instructional time. It is further recommended that before applying for additional grant
monies, that a cost/benefit analysis be conducted to determine the needs of the students at
each school building and whether or not a finite school day would allow for the delivery
and sustainability of additional services with fidelity. Grant monies may need to be
allocated toward programs that extend the school day and provide additional support
services that increase at-risk student’s protective factors.
Another recommendation is the consistent progress monitoring of ELL students.
The dissertation research found that once students were identified as meeting the criteria
for AIS at the beginning of the school year, they remained on the rosters of intervention
teachers throughout the entire school year. Tier II interventions such as AIS are designed
to be temporary, typically lasting up to 20 weeks (Reschly, 2007). Individual student
needs change, and these needs should drive their movement between the tiers of
interventions. Aligned with this logic is the use of flexible grouping as a strategy for
differentiating and allocating intervention resources in a more efficient, equitable manner.
Program effectiveness must go beyond the question of whether or not a program works to
ask what works for whom, how, when, and why (Zigler & Weiss, 1985).
The collaborative model offers an optimum way of mitigating the negative impact
of de-facto pull-out support services by providing support to targeted students without the
stigma of separation from the general education classroom or the inconsistency in
curricula delivery. In the co-teaching model, AIS and ESL teachers push into classrooms
for in-class support. Implementing this strategy with fidelity, however, requires an
investment in teacher training to avoid what was coined in this study as de-facto pull-out.
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In the collaborative model all stakeholders are responsible for the development of a
collaborative school culture (Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010). Still another way of mitigating
the negative impact of separationist models is to build common planning time into the
master schedule as opportunities for intervention specialists and general education
teachers to align curricula and collaboratively plan for all students. This would contribute
to consistency of instruction during pull-out sessions and decrease the degree to which
ELL students miss core TIER I instruction in the general education classroom and thus
fall further behind their peers.
An unanticipated outcome of the research was the discovery of a significant
number of ELLs who scored at the advanced level on the NYSESLAT, yet remained in
bilingual classrooms segregated from the general population of students. For decades, the
bilingual model has remained an impetus for political and educational discourse. When
comparing the NYS ELA assessment results of many of the advanced ELL students in the
four participating schools with the NYS ELA assessment results of mono-lingual students
in general education settings, there was little significant difference. In many cases, the
advanced student could have successfully transitioned into the general education
classrooms with additional ESL services. Administrators explained the rationale for
placing advanced ELLs in bilingual classrooms, as being either at the request of parents
or in order to fill the minimum number of required seats in order to have a freestanding
bilingual classroom on a grade level. Accordingly, it is recommended that parents of ELL
students be provided options and comprehensive explanations as to the pros and cons of
linguistic models so that they are able to make informed decisions. In one of the schools
included in the study, the number of advanced ELL students whose parents opted for
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their children to remain in the bilingual model had to do with the stellar reputation and
knowledge of the bilingual teacher. The teacher was an ELL student herself upon arriving
in the United States to attend public schools. She was sensitive and cognizant of the best
practices for providing linguistic support while also focused on building content
competency. Based on the survey results from her class, all students felt that their teacher
thought they were smart (question 16) and none of the students felt that their grades
would be higher if the teacher liked them (question 4). Accordingly, educational leaders
must also take into consideration the expertise, talent, and backgrounds of their human
resources in making decisions about instructional models. Similarly, there are pull-out
ESL teachers who provide ELL students with a strong curricular foundation outside of
the general education classroom, and students are offered multiple opportunities to
experience success. ELL students in these teachers’ classes are excited about leaving the
general education classroom for their interventions. The collaborative teaching model
does not guarantee success if teachers are not knowledgeable as to how to effectively
team. Although two teachers are logistically in the same classroom, many times they
operate independently, resulting in what was coined in this research as the de-facto pullout model.
Research has suggested that improving the quality of instructional time is as
important as increasing the quantity of time spent in school. Teacher preparedness is
directly related to quality instruction. There is a wealth of research supporting the
relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student achievement. The question is what
specific tools does each intervention specialist have that the others do not? Are teachers
working together at the point of service to diagnose, prescribe, and implement support
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services to struggling students? Does the AIS reading teacher use distinctly different or
modified practices/resources than the ESL teacher? Does one intervention teacher have
the magic fairy dust (Fergus, 2010a) that will fix the negative academic outcomes for
targeted students? Are teachers progress monitoring students with fidelity or, as in the
four schools surveyed, do the same students’ names remain on every intervention
teacher’s roster from the beginning of the school year to the end? If these answers are
nebulous, then we must question the practicality and the marginal costs of multiple layers
of services.
Recommendations for future study. The study established a statistically
significant negative correlation between the number of minutes Latino ELL students are
separated from the general population of students for the purpose of receiving Tier II and
some Tier III services and their self-efficacy perceptions to succeed in school. It was
further established that there is a statistically negative correlation between the number of
different interventions a Latino ELL student receives and self-efficacy perceptions to
succeed in school. Although the hypotheses were confirmed, the strength of the
correlation was moderate. Partially, the correlations could be attributed to the instrument
used or the propensity for students to respond with what they perceived to be socially
acceptable responses. Furthermore, the full essence of Wendy’s story, and other ELL
students with similar stories, was not completely captured in the quantitative study.
Therefore, a qualitative study should be conducted with the same research questions to
offer a deeper, richer picture of the impact of multiple separationist interventions.
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Finally, in that the study focused solely on Latino ELL students, additional
insights would be gained if the study is repeated for all ELL students, as the implications
of the study hold promise to be universally applicable.
Summary
Educational leaders are confronted with the task of moving all students toward

academic proficiency with tighter budgets and fewer resources. The educational
landscape has changed to include a greater number of educational challenges including
changing demographics, higher accountability, demand for more rigorous and culturally
responsive curricula, adherence to state mandates for providing intervention services to
at-risk students, meeting state benchmarks for Average Yearly progress (AYP), and a
host of others. Yet, the number of instructional minutes in a typical school day has
remained finite and constant. Based on complicated numerical formulas for calculating
the AYP, schools must provide evidence of measurable academic growth of subgroups
including ELLs. Failure to meet these NYS minimal benchmarks will directly impact
administrators’ and teachers’ effectiveness ratings, school standing, and result in financial
repercussions in state and federal funding. But most importantly, it would represent a
failure on the part of the educational system to adequately educate all of its students.
It is projected that Latinos will account for three fourths of the growth of the
nation’s labor force from 2010 to 2030. What is the impact of the failure to adequately
educate ELLs in America? There are only two ways to achieve economic growth –
increase in productivity or the expansion of available inputs such as labor (Singer, 2012).
If educators fail to adequately educate the ELL population, the nation’s workforce will
fall short of meeting the demands of the global marketplace (Contreras, 2011). Medicare,
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social security, and public projects rely on the labor force to finance the tax base. If the
projected number of immigrants are not properly educated and prepared to contribute to
the workforce, then the tax revenues that fund public services, such as schools and
municipalities, will be insufficient to support the population.
The demographic landscape of students in many New York schools is already
reflecting these changes. Based on most recent NYS census data, there are 5.3 White
people for every American over 70 (a ratio of 5 to 1). However, for children 10 and
younger, the ratio drops to 1.5 to 1 clearly indicating a dramatic change in demographics.
ELLs have increased by 33% from 2005 to 2010 and there are 1.1 million undocumented
students who are also entitled to elementary and secondary education in the United States
(Plyer, 1982). Neither academic achievement scores nor graduation rate data mirror this
radical growth in population. Based on the New York State Accountability and Overview
Report (2012), the ELL subgroup of students at each testing level failed to meet the
minimum academic proficiency benchmarks and their graduation rate was an alarming
52%. Linguistically diverse students are at significantly higher risk of academic failure,
grade retention and are most likely to drop out of school. In addition, ELLs are
disproportionately represented in the special education population where language issues
are misdiagnosed as learning disabilities or vice versa resulting in delayed Tier III
interventions (Artiles & Trent, 1994; Zehler et al., 2003).
The demographics of the moderately sized Long Island school district that
participated in the study reflected a significant increase in the number of students for
whom English is not the first language. Approximately 97% of the ELL students in the
school district are Latino with low SES as measured by free and reduced lunch data. The

135

ability of the school district to attain AYP is at risk due to its inability to adequately move
the subgroups of students, including ELLs. Aligned to NYS graduation data for ELLs, the
number of ELL high school students in the district who did not graduate and dropped out
of school was high.
In spite of political, linguistic, legal, and economic challenges confronting ELLs,
their right to an adequate public education has evolved throughout the years. School
leaders are faced with the challenge of implementing competing mandates to blanket ELL
students with additional intervention services above and beyond those provided in the
general education classroom. Mandated services to address language acquisition and skill
remediation must be delivered in a manner that supplements, not supplants, other services
(ESEA, 1965). Failure to do so represents double-dipping and a misuse of state and
federal funding. Accordingly, a myriad of intervention specialists are hired in school
districts to deliver these support services to at-risk students. While the number of
intervention requirements has increased throughout the years, the amount of time in a
typical school day has remained constant. CR 154 (Guidelines, 1990) mandate ELL
students to receive a non-negotiable, specific number of linguistic support minutes per
week based on their level of English proficiency as measured by NYSESLAT. In
addition, ELL students usually qualify for reading and math AIS (Tier II) services as
well. Furthermore, if ELL students are classified under the special education umbrella,
they are also mandated to receive non-negotiable minutes of services which may include
resource room, speech, and/or OT/PT (TIER III). Given these requirements, Latino ELL
students were pulled out of the general education classrooms more than most other at-risk
student groups in the district.
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In an effort to comply with the copious mandates, multiple service providers
compete for time slots throughout the instructional day in which to deliver these
intervention services. The pull-out method remains the most dominant model of
instructional delivery for intervention services because it allows intervention specialists
the ability to serve multiple students on a grade level simultaneously. This results in an
increased number of students in public schools sent to the sidelines for the purpose of
delivering intervention support services (Zhang & Katsiyannis, 2002). Frattura and
Topinka (2006) stated that a negative by-product of the increase in population diversity in
public schools is an increase in the pull-out model.
The pull-out method is frequently used to deliver ESL services especially when
the number of ELL students is sparsely dispersed among the various classrooms and the
number of ESL teachers is few. At the site of the study, although teachers pushed into
classrooms, ELL students were nonetheless pulled to the back and separated from the
mono-lingual students. In this study, the within class separation was called the de-facto
pull-out model. “This form of inclusion has become the new form of exclusion by …
merely moving the chairs around into different arrangements as opposed to challenging
and remaking the structure itself” (McClure, & Cahnmann-Taylor, 2010, p.111).
Research acknowledges the phenomenon of segregating students within the perimeter of
the general education classroom (Cahnmann-Taylor, & Souto-Manning, 2010).
Oftentimes, ELLs and their teachers are relegated to the periphery of the general
education classroom as one homogeneous group regardless of the varying levels of
English proficiency (York-Barr et al., 2007). When ELL students return to the general
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education classroom they find themselves unable to catch up, exacerbating existing
language and skill deficits (Duke & Mabbot, 2001).
The quantitative dissertation study examined the impact of separatist models of
instructional support delivery, such as the pull-out or the de-facto pull out models, on the
self-efficacy perceptions of Latino ELLs to succeed in school. Self-efficacy is defined as
one’s beliefs about capabilities to learn or perform at designated levels (Bandura, 1997).
Two hypotheses were tested in the research:
Ha1: There is a significant negative correlation between the amount of time
participating Latino ELL students are segregated from the general population of
students for the purposes of delivering instructional support services, and their
self-efficacy perceptions to succeed in school.
Ha2: There is a significant negative correlation between the number of different
academic support services participating Latino ELL students receive and their
self-efficacy perceptions to succeed in school.
The implications and findings from the dissertation research are consistent with
the socio-cognitive theories of Bandura (1977), Vygotsky (1978), and Festinger (1954),
which support the relationship between psychological, cultural, relational, and
environmental factors on self-efficacy perceptions. The theories put forth the premise that
children learn by observing others within the group to which they are assigned and that
these observations can influence outcome expectations or self-efficacy. The message to
ELL students is that they are not as capable as the general education population of
students and base their abilities on other students similarly grouped. Cummins (2001)
found that schools reflect the societal structure in which the communities of
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disadvantaged students are devalued and excluded from the wider society. The
assimilation theory posits that a student will assimilate perceptions of efficacy with the
perceived ability level of the group to which one is assigned (Marsh & Craven, 2002).
Research suggests a positive correlation between self-efficacy beliefs and student
achievement (Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Pajares, 1996). In addition, several studies suggest
that social, emotional, and environmental factors are equivalent in importance to
instructional and cognitive measures in impacting academic achievement (Wang, Haertel,
Walberg, 1990). Data were collected on the total number of minutes per week that 172
Latino ELL students were separated from the general education population for the
delivery of academic intervention support services as well as the number of different
academic interventions they received. Data on students in bilingual classrooms were
included because they fit the criteria for a segregationist model; by design, the freestanding bilingual model separates ELL students from the general population. Students in
bilingual classroom may also qualify for additional academic support interventions (AIS)
and if classified, are mandated to also receive special education services.
Results from the bivariate correlational analysis using the Pearson productmoment and Spearman’s rho correlational yielded a statistically significant negative
correlation (p < .05) between the number of minutes Latino students are separated from
the general education population of students for the purposes of delivering intervention
services and their self-efficacy to succeed in school. Furthermore, the findings indicated a
statistically significant negative correlation between the number of different interventions
received by Latino ELL students and their self-efficacy to succeed (p < .05). Although
the scatterplot analysis and calculation of the co-efficient of determination indicate that
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other variables may have a greater impact on self-efficacy, the study results provide
evidence that the manner by which support interventions are delivered must also be
considered as a factor impacting self-efficacy.
The research illuminated the need for school leaders to assess the design,
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of instructional delivery models in order to
positively impact students’ self-efficacy and therefore, the academic achievement of
Latino ELLs. Recommendations for policy reform and practice include creating
independent regulatory commission to track and monitor federal, state, and local policy
initiatives to assess the collective impact on the school-level implementation. Other
recommendations include reexamining instructional timeframes and the number of
mutually exclusive interventions ELL students are required to receive. In addition, the
arbitrarily assigned one year grace period for newcomer ELLs before taking the NYS
ELA assessment must be amended to reflect research-based , realistic timeframes. Not
only are the time constraints contrary to a wealth of existing research on the three to
seven year time requirements for language acquisition, but the time constraint places
undue pressure on students to reach unrealistic benchmarks impacting an ELL student’s
self-efficacy to succeed.
Although the dissertation research does not support the elimination of pull-out
instructional support services, there were several recommendations made for mitigating
the negative impact of this model on the self-efficacy perceptions of ELLs. Clustering of
ELL students on a grade level and the implementation of the collaborative push-in model
are two possible solutions. Above all, research has suggested that improving the quality
of instructional time is as important as increasing the quantity of time spent in school.
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Accordingly, providing professional development opportunities for teachers is critical to
improving the quality of the myriad of mandated instructional delivery services for all atrisk children.
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Appendix A
Active Consent Parent Letter
Date
Dear Parents,
I am an assistant principal at the ABC School and a doctoral student at SJFC conducting
research on ways to improve upon the education of our English language learners. I would like
your child to participate in a brief survey which will provide useful information from a students’
point of view on how we can make their educational experiences more meaningful. The survey
will be administered by your child’s teacher during the month of March, 2013.
As the researcher, I will be the only one to have access to the information collected in the survey,
which will be kept in locked storage for a period of three years following the completion of the
research. Your child’s responses will remain confidential. You have a right to review a copy of the
survey and I would be excited about sharing the results of my research with you in the near
future!
Participation in this research is voluntary and you may rescind your permission at any time; your
child can refuse to participate with no negative consequences. Your child's participation in the
survey will help us develop better methods of delivering instructional support services for all
children in the future.
If you agree to let your child participate, please check the “YES” box below and return the
permission slip to school in the envelope provided. Just for returning the form by
_________________ your child’s name will be placed in a raffle to win a
___________________________. If you have any questions about this research or would like to
review the survey prior to providing consent, please feel free to contact me personally, at the
Smith Street School @ 516-918-2000.

__________________________________________________________________________
_____YES, I give permission for my child, ____________________________ to participate in the
survey.
Student’s Name
____ NO, I do not give my child ________________________ permission to participate in the
survey.
(Parent/Guardian printed name)_______________________________________
(Parent/Guardian signature) ________________________________________
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Appendix B
Morgan-Jinks Student Efficacy Scale (MJSES)
Number of Years in USA _______ Teachers: Ms. XXXX_________ Mr. AAAA__________
Country of origin___________________
Ms. AAAA_________ Ms. NNNN__________
Girl ____Boy _____ Age __________ Mr. OOOO________ Mr. SSSSS__________

Statement
1.I work hard at
school.
2.I could get the best
grade in class if I tried.
3.Most of my
classmates like to do
math because it is
easy.
4.I would get better
grades if the teacher
liked me.
5.Most of my
classmates work
harder on their
homework than I do.
6.I am a good science
student.
7.I will graduate from
high school.
8.I will go to a good
school.
9.I always get good
grades when I try
hard.
10.Sometimes I think
an assignment is easy
when the other kids in
class think it is hard.
11.I am a good social
studies student.
12.Adults who have
good jobs probably
were good students
when they were kids.
13.When I am old
enough, I will go to
college.

Really Agree
1

Kind of Agree
2

Kind of Disagree
3

Really Disagree
4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4
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14.I am one of the
best students in my
class.

Statement
15.No one cares if I do
well in school.
16.My teacher thinks I
am smart.
17.It is important to
go to high school.
18.I am a good math
student.
19.My classmates
usually get better
grades than I do.
20.What I learn in
school is not
important.
21.I usually
understand my
homework
assignments.
22.I usually do not get
good grades in math
because it’s too hard.
23.It does not matter
if I do well in school.
24.Kids who get better
grades than I do get
more help from the
teacher than I do.
25.I am a good
reading student.
26.It is not hard for
me to get good grades
in school.
27.I am smart.
28.I will quit school as
soon as I can.
29.Teachers like kids
even if they do not
always make good
grades.
30.When the teacher
asks a question I
usually know the
answer even if the
other kids don’t.

1

2

3

4

Really Agree
4

Kind of Agree
3

Kind of Disagree
2

Really Disagree
1

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

4

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

4
1

3
2

2
3

1
4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4
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Appendix C
Morgan Jinks Self-Efficacy Survey (Modified)
Statement

Really Agree

Kind of Agree

Kind of Disagree

Really Disagree

1. I work hard at
school.
2 I could get the
best grade in class
if I tried.
3. Most of my
classmates like to
do math because
it is easy.
4. I would get
better grades if
the teacher liked
me.
5. Most of my
classmates work
harder on their
homework than I
do.
6. I am a good
science student.
7. I will graduate
from high school.
8. I will go to a
good school.
9. I always get
good grades
when I try hard.
10 .Sometimes I
think an
assignment is
easy when the
other kids in class
think it is hard.
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Appendix D
Final Form of Modified MJSES
Statement

1. I work hard at
school.

Really Agree

YES

Kind of agree

Yes

Kind of Disagree Really Disagree

NO

NO

2 I could get the best
grade in class if I
tried.
3. Most of my
classmates like to do
math because it is
easy.
4. I would get better
grades if the teacher
liked me.
5. Most of my
classmates work
harder on their
homework than I do.
6. I am a good
science student.
7. I will graduate
from high school.
8. I will go to a good
school.
9. I always get good
grades when I try
hard.
10 .Sometimes I
think an assignment
is easy when the
other kids in class
think it is hard.

Thank You!!!!
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Appendix E
Sample Grid and Directions to Teachers of AIS Math, AIS Reading, ESL, Resource
Room, Speech, OT/PT
April 29, 2013
AIS teachers can deliver support services using the “push- in” or “pull- out” model. The
purpose of the inquiry is to determine approximately what % of the time each teacher
works exclusively with a small group when pushing into a classroom. If a teacher only
pulls out, then 100% of the time is spent working exclusively with a small group. If
however, time is spent pushing into the classroom, AIS teacher will note the approximate
amount of time s/he spends working exclusively with a group of AIS students within the
classroom. Specifically, what % of the 50 minutes is spent in small group work at the
back of the classroom.
See examples below and please complete the chart attached for the classrooms in which
you service. You do not need to write your name on the response sheet.
Thanking you in advance
Classroom Teacher Serviced

Ex. #1 Mrs. Baker

Grade Level

3

Pull Out:

Push-In:

Number of times/Wk
and total minutes

Number of times/Wk
and total minutes

2 x /wk for 50 minutes

3x/wk for 50 minutes

Total Minutes: 100 min.

Total Minutes 150 min.

# of minutes you work
exclusively with small group
of AIS students when pushing
in

Approx. 200 minutes
Ex. #2 Mr. Davis

5

5X/ wk for 50 minutes

0 minutes

0 minutes

Total Minutes: 250 min.

Ex. #3 Ms. Bell

4

0 times
Total Minutes: o min.

5x/wk for 50 minutes:
Total minutes: 250 min.

Approx.
225 minutes
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Appendix F
Permission Letter from School District to Conduct Research

September 10,2012
Saint John Fisher College Institutional Review Board 3690 East Ave. Rochester,
N.Y. 14618
Subject: Permission to Conduct Study in XXXXXXX School District
To whom it may Concern:
Please be advised that I grant permission for Brenda Triplett, candidate for an
Ed.D., in Executive Leadership, to conduct a research study on the impact of the
pull-out instructional support model on the self-efficacy perceptions of English
language learners. I understand that Mrs. Triplett will administer a confidential
survey to a sample of English language learners in grades three through six in the
XXXXX School District and she will access demographic data relative to this
student population.
I am in support of Mrs. Triplett's research and its potential contribution to our
knowledge of best practices on the manner in which support ESL services are
delivered to our at-risk population of students.
If you should have any additional questions, please feel free to contact me at 516560-8824.
Dr. XXXXXXXX Superintendent of Schools
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Appendix G
Range of Minutes ELL Students Who Participated in the Survey Who Received
Instructional Support Services (n = 172; Bilingual = 0 Minutes = 0)

Valid .00

90.00
150.00
180.00
200.00
210.00
250.00
330.00
360.00
380.00
390.00
400.00
420.00
425.00
430.00
450.00
470.00
480.00
500.00
510.00
550.00
560.00
580.00
585.00
610.00
620.00
630.00
650.00
670.00
680.00
700.00
710.00
755.00

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

16
1
1
27
5
1
6
3
11
3
3
1
1
1
15
4
2
2
12
1
1
2
1
1
11
2
3
2
1
3
4
1
1

9.3
.6
.6
15.7
2.9
.6
3.5
1.7
6.4
1.7
1.7
.6
.6
.6
8.7
2.3
1.2
1.2
7.0
.6
.6
1.2
.6
.6
6.4
1.2
1.7
1.2
.6
1.7
2.3
.6
.6

9.3
.6
.6
15.7
2.9
.6
3.5
1.7
6.4
1.7
1.7
.6
.6
.6
8.7
2.3
1.2
1.2
7.0
.6
.6
1.2
.6
.6
6.4
1.2
1.7
1.2
.6
1.7
2.3
.6
.6

Cumulative
Percent
9.3
9.9
9.9
26.2
29.1
29.7
33.1
34.9
41.3
43.0
44.8
45.3
45.9
46.5
55.2
57.6
58.7
59.9
66.9
67.4
68.0
69.2
69.8
70.3
76.7
77.9
79.7
80.8
81.4
83.1
85.5
86.00
86.6
165

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
87.2
89.5
90.1
91.9
93.6
94.2
94.8
95.3
95.3
96.5
97.1
97.7
98.3
99.4
100.0

770.00
1
.6
.6
780.00
4
2.3
2.3
785.00
1
.6
.6
810.00
3
1.7
1.7
860.00
3
1.7
1.7
920.00
1
.6
.6
925.00
1
.6
.6
1000.00
1
.6
.6
1020.00
1
.6
.6
1050.00
1
.6
.6
1070.00
1
.6
.6
1115.00
1
.6
.6
1160.00
1
.6
.6
1170.00
2
1.2
1.2
1320.00
1
.6
.6
Total
172
100.0
100.0
Note. Calculations based on zero (0) minutes of separation from mainstream for purposes
of English support services for 51 Bilingual students
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Appendix H
Range of Minutes for ELL Students Who Participated in the Survey and who
Received Instructional Support Services ( N = 172; Bilingual = 700 minutes)

Valid 180

200
300
360
380
390
420
430
450
480
510
560
580
585
610
620
630
650
670
680
700
710
755
780
785
790
810
850
860
900
910
920
925

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

27
1
3
11
3
3
1
15
3
2
1
2
1
1
11
2
3
2
1
3
20
1
1.
4
1
1
2
1
3
4
1
1
1

15.7
.6
1.7
6.4
1.7
1.7
.6
8.7
1.7
1.2
.6
1.2
.6
.6
6.4
1.2
1.7
1.2
.6
1.7
11.6
.6
.6
2.3
.6
.6
1.2
.6
1.7
2.3
.6
.6
.6

15.7
.6
1.7
6.4
1.7
1.7
.6
8.7
1.7
1.2
.6
1.2
.6
.6
6.4
1.2
1.7
1.2
.6
1.7
11.6
.6
.6
2.3
.6
.6
1.2
.6
1.7
2.3
.6
.6
.6

Cumulative
Percent
15.7
16.3
18.0
24.4
26.2
27.9
28.5
37.2
39.0
40.1
40.7
41.9
42.4
43.0
49.4
50.6
52.3
53.5
54.1
55.8
67.4
68
68.6
70.9
71.5
72.1
73.3
73.8
75.6
77.9
78.5
79.1
79.7
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Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

950
6
3.5
3.5
1020
1
.6
.6
1070
1
.6
.6
1100
1
.6
.6
1115
1
.6
.6
1125
1
.6
.6
1150
1
.6
.6
1160
1
.6
.6
1170
4
2.3
2.3
1200
12
7
7
1250
1
.6
.6
1320
1
.6
.6
1470
1
.6
.6
1510
1
.6
.6
1700
1
.6
.6
1750
1
.6
.6
Total
172
100.0
100.0
Note. Based on calculation of 700 minutes for 51 Bilingual Students

Cumulative
Percent
83.1
83.7
84.3
84.9
85.5
86
86.6
87.2
89.5
96.5
97.1
97.7
98.3
98.8
99.4
100.0
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Appendix I
Sample Student Responses to Modified MJSES
Statement

26.It is not hard
for me to get
good grades in
27.I am smart.

Really Agree

YES
Yes

28.I will quit
school as soon as I
can.
29. Teachers like
kids even if they
do not always
make good
30. When the
teacher asks a
question I usually
know the answer
even if the other
kids don't.

Kind of agree

Yes

2

Kind of Disagree Really Disagree

NO

NO
1 No!

Yes
Yes
1
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